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MISSING WHITE HOUSE E-MAILS: MIS- 
MANAGEMENT OF SUBPOENAED RECORDS— 
DAY ONE 


THURSDAY, MARCH 23, 2000 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Morelia, Horn, Mica, Davis of 
Virginia, Souder, Scarborough, LaTourette, Barr, Hutchinson, 
Biggert, Ose, Chenoweth-Hage, Waxman, Mink, Maloney, Norton, 
Cummings, Kucinich, and Davis of Illinois. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief 
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark 
Corallo, director of communications; Pablo E. Carrillo and M. Scott 
Billingsley, counsels; Jason Foster and Kimberly A. Reed, inves- 
tigative counsels; Kristi Remington, senior counsel; Robert Briggs, 
deputy chief clerk; Robin Butler, office manager; Leneal Scott, com- 
puter systems manager; Lisa Smith Arafune, chief clerk; Maria 
Tamburri, assistant to chief counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini, systems 
administrator; Caroline Katzin, professional staff member; Phil 
Schiliro, minority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief coun- 
sel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; Kristin 
Amerling, minority deputy chief counsel; Cherri Branson, Jon 
Bouker, Paul Weinberger, and Michael Yang, minority counsels; 
Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; and Jean Gosa and Earley 
Green, minority assistant clerk. 

Mr. Burton. A quorum being present, the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform will come to order. 

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ writ- 
ten opening statements be included in the record, and without ob- 
jection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits, and extra- 
neous or tabular material referred to be included in the record, and 
without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that a set of documents which may 
be used as exhibits in today’s hearings, which have been shared 
with the minority staff, be included in the record. 

Mr. Waxman. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his reservation. 

(l) 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, we’re not going to object to this, 
but I understand that the staffs are still going through these docu- 
ments to be sure that there are redactions that are going to be im- 
portant for privacy reasons, so, if the gentleman would permit, I’d 
like to ask if he would amend his unanimous consent request to 
have these documents released after the staffs have had an oppor- 
tunity to review them for redaction purposes. 

Mr. Burton. I think that that is in order, and without objection 
we will do that. In fact, I think we have “after being reviewed for 
redactions” in the statement, so I guess there is no — without objec- 
tion, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in this matter 
proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House rule 11 and committee rule 
14 in which the chairmen and ranking minority members allocate 
time to members of the committee as they deem appropriate for ex- 
tended questioning, not to exceed 60 minutes, equally divided be- 
tween the majority and the minority, and without objection, so or- 
dered. 

Today we are meeting to hear testimony about the White House’s 
failure to produce documents to the committee. As I’m sure every- 
one understands by now, there was a computer glitch, an error. As 
a result, incoming e-mails at the White House weren’t recorded for 
a 2 V 2 year period. They weren’t searched in response to our subpoe- 
nas. They weren’t searched in response to Justice Department’s 
subpoenas. They weren’t searched in response to the independent 
counsel’s subpoenas. 

Now, some might say, “So what? An error was made. What’s the 
big deal?” That’s the question I want to address in my opening 
statement. 

The big deal is not that a computer technician made a mistake. 
Mistakes happen. They happen in my office and they happen in 
every office. The big deal is how the White House reacted to it. 

They basically had two choices. They could face up to the prob- 
lem, tell the Justice Department and Congress what happened, and 
get it fixed, or they could throw a blanket over the whole problem, 
ignore it, and hope nobody would find out. 

From the interviews we’ve conducted and the correspondence we 
have received, it looks like they chose to cover it up. I hope that 
by the end of this hearing we will be able to make a better judg- 
ment. 

Before I go any further into this e-mail problem, I want to put 
this issue into perspective. This isn’t the first time that this com- 
mittee has had problems with cooperation from the White House. 
When we began our investigation into illegal fundraising in Janu- 
ary 1997, we sent the White House a document request. They ig- 
nored it. 

In March 1997, we sent them a subpoena. They refused to honor 
it. 

In May 1997, we came within days of holding the White House 
counsel, Charles Ruff, in contempt of Congress for not producing 
documents. Only then did they comply. 

In June, Mr. Ruff sent us a letter certifying that they had com- 
plied with our subpoena. Then, in October 1997, somebody found 
out about the White House videotapes. Ten months after our origi- 
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nal request, a bunch of red-faced White House lawyers had to turn 
over several hundred tapes of the President at controversial fund- 
raising events. 

Their game plan was very clear: stall, delay, run out the clock. 
And it wasn’t just the White House. 

The day after we approved our interim report, 2 years after we 
started our investigation, 10 boxes of Democrat National Commit- 
tee documents magically appeared on our doorstep. 

So, as you can see, there is a history here. And, by the way, it 
didn’t start with me. Before me, Chairman Clinger had exactly the 
same experience. 

Two-and-a-half years of e-mails — let’s turn our focus back to the 
e-mails. A group of Northrop Grumman employees runs the White 
House e-mail system. In May or June 1998, they realized that they 
had a problem. A server was mislabeled. Two-and-a-half years 
worth of incoming e-mails were not properly preserved. They 
weren’t searched when subpoenas came in. 

White House staff was informed. On Monday, June 15th, two 
White House staffers called them into a meeting. We have inter- 
viewed the Northrop Grumman employees who were at that meet- 
ing. It was 21 months ago. They don’t remember every detail, as 
you might expect. Some remember one part of the conversation, 
some remembered the other parts of the conversation, but their ac- 
counts are basically consistent. 

When the interviews were finished, two important things 
emerged about that meeting: first, they were all told to keep this 
problem secret; second, some felt intimidated. One Northrop Grum- 
man contractor recalls being told that there was a “jail cell with 
his name on it” if he told anyone. One woman was afraid that her 
security clearance would be yanked and she would never be able 
to work again. Another woman refused to tell her boss what she 
was working on. She was almost fired. She told her boss, “I’d rath- 
er be insubordinate than go to jail.” 

They held secret meetings about the problem at a park and at 
a Starbuck’s Coffee place so they would not be detected. 

These Northrop Grumman contractors are here today, and I ap- 
preciate their being here today. They are going to testify on the 
first panel. Obviously, this is going to be uncomfortable for them. 
They are here under subpoena. They are not here because they 
want to be. They are here because they have to be. 

To each of you, I’m very sorry you are put in this position, but 
it is important that we get your views and what happened on the 
record. 

I also want to thank the Northrop Grumman Corp. and their at- 
torneys. They have been very cooperative. They have given us doc- 
uments, they have made employees available for interviews, and 
they have been very helpful. 

Why the secrecy by the White House? Why was it so important 
to keep this under wraps? 

There were two White House officials involved in the meeting. 
Laura Crabtree is one, Mark Lindsay is the other. We tried to 
interview them. They declined to talk to us. We have some pretty 
basic questions to ask. 
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Why was it so important that this information be kept secret? 
What are their accounts with the meeting with the Northrop 
Grumman employees? Who did they talk to when they found out 
about the problem? 

They have both been subpoenaed, and they are scheduled to tes- 
tify on the second panel. I’m sorry they refused to talk to us, but 
we have questions and we’ll ask them today. 

Beth Nolan, the White House counsel, will testify on the third 
panel. She wasn’t the White House counsel in 1998, when this 
problem came to light. She took the job last summer. Regardless 
of who was the White House counsel, we have a serious issue to 
deal with. The White House counsel’s office has known since some 
time in 1998 that they were not in compliance with subpoenas from 
us, the Justice Department, and the independent counsel. 

They were not in compliance with our subpoena in the illegal 
fundraising investigation. This computer problem began in the 
summer of 1996. The second half of 1996 was a critical time period 
during this scandal. We were never informed. 

They were not in compliance with our subpoena and the inves- 
tigation of why the President freed 16 Puerto Rican terrorists. We 
were never informed. 

Let me read a passage of a letter we received from the White 
House counsel’s office on October 27, 1999. This was over a year 
after the e-mail problem was discovered. 

“We have been in the process of searching archived e-mails for 
materials responsive to the committee’s subpoena. Enclosed, please 
find responsive documents.” 

Now, how could they give us all the responsive documents if they 
knew the e-mails were there but they hadn’t gone through them? 

They were not in compliance with our subpoena in the Waco in- 
vestigation. We were never informed. Let me read a passage from 
a December 3, 1999, letter. 

“Due to the number of requests for information from investiga- 
tive bodies, the search of archived e-mail messages has taken 
longer than expected. I anticipate that we should complete the 
search by the end of next week. If we locate any additional respon- 
sive materials, we will promptly provide them to the committee.” 

And yet, all of these e-mails that they knew about, hundreds of 
thousands, possibly, were not reviewed. 

It is pretty clear that if we didn’t find out about this problem 
independently, we were never going to be told by the White House, 
nor was the independent counsel or people at the Justice Depart- 
ment. Now, that’s a big deal. Complying with subpoenas is not op- 
tional; it’s mandatory. The White House counsel’s office has an obli- 
gation to comply. If they can’t, they have an obligation to tell us 
why. 

And it’s not like we inundated the White House with subpoenas. 
Not too long ago, a White House spokesman told a bunch of report- 
ers that we had sent them something like 700 subpoenas. Last 
year, I sent the White House a grand total of two subpoenas, two. 

And it’s not just us. The White House received subpoenas from 
the Senate, they received subpoenas from the independent coun- 
sels, they received subpoenas from the Justice Department. Were 
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other people informed that hundreds of thousands of e-mails were 
not reviewed? 

These are the issues that we want to raise today with Ms. Nolan. 

Finally, we have a Justice Department witness appearing with 
Ms. Nolan, Robert Raben, the Assistant Attorney General for Leg- 
islative Affairs. As everyone knows, we have been following the 
Justice Department very closely. We have been watching every step 
of the way since the Attorney General refused to appoint an inde- 
pendent counsel in the campaign fundraising investigation. 

What we have seen from the Justice Department has been very 
discouraging. A search warrant for Charlie Trie’s home was 
quashed. The FBI wanted to go search his home and go through 
its files because they thought some were being destroyed; yet, that 
search warrant was quashed by the leaders of the Justice Depart- 
ment, including Janet Reno. 

The President was not questioned about foreign money connec- 
tions. The Vice President was not questioned about the Hsi Lai 
Temple or foreign money connections. Democrats get lighter sen- 
tences when Republicans get the book thrown at them. 

When we interviewed the Northrop Grumman employees, we re- 
alized that no one had been questioned by the Justice Department 
about the missing e-mails. That was March the 7th. This whole 
issue had been on the front page of the newspaper. So I wrote a 
letter to the Attorney General. I asked them why they weren’t 
doing anything. It wasn’t until after they got my letter that the 
Justice Department and the Attorney General contacted the first 
witness. Is that the way the Justice Department works? Do they 
wait until we are on to them and then they do something about it? 

One thing that is of great concern to us is that the Justice De- 
partment was on both sides of this issue. Justice Department law- 
yers are representing the White House in civil suits over the mat- 
ter. They appear to be working with the White House to delay pro- 
duction of these e-mails. At the same time, the Campaign Finance 
Task Force should be trying to get them. 

At this point, I don’t think anyone has any idea what is in these 
e-mails, but I get the impression that the Justice Department real- 
ly isn’t all that interested. 

When the Attorney General found out about the missing Waco 
tapes, she sent U.S. Marshals to seize them from the FBI and 
Louis Freeh. Now it looks like the White House hasn’t complied 
with the Justice Department’s subpoenas, and nobody even asks 
about them until I sent them a letter. I wonder why they didn’t 
send the U.S. Marshals over there like they did with the FBI? 

That concludes my remarks, and I ask unanimous consent that 
my two letters to the Attorney General be entered into the record. 
Without objection, so ordered. 

I’ve also exchanged letters with the White House counsel, Ms. 
Nolan, and I ask unanimous consent to enter those in the record, 
and without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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March 8, 2000 


Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Ms. Nolan: 

Yesterday, Committee attorneys interviewed a number of individuals who work 
on the White House e-mail system. What they told us was, to say the least, profoundly 
disturbing. As you are well aware, hundreds of thousands Df e-mails sent to White House 
employees from outside the White House complex between September 1996 and 
November 20, 1 998, have not been reviewed to determine whether they are responsive to 
Committee requests and subpoenas. Presumably, you have been aware of this fact for 
your entire tenure at the White House. 

1 have many concerns. First, there is an appearance that White House lawyers 
have made a conscious decision to do nothing to soive the problem posed by so many 
documents being improperly managed. Over the past three years, the Committee has 
issued a number of subpoenas to the White House. These have required production of 
relevant e-mails. After yesterday’s interviews, I am aware of no effort on your part to 
effect a solution. I can only conclude that you are personally content with what is, in 
effect, a purposeful effort to keep documents from Congress, the Department of Justice, 
and various Independent Counsels. While it may serve a variety of political interests to 
do nothing, it does not serve the American people. 

The President’s response to questions about this issue last week was revealing. 

He said: “tf the American people knew how much of their money we’d have to spend 
complying with requests for e-mails, they might be quite amazed, but we certainly have 
done our best to do that.” This approach misleads on one front, and ignores an important 
reality on another. First, it is now apparent that the White House has made no effort to 
search the database of e-mails coming to most core White House employees from outside 
the White House for more than a two-year period. Thus, it is absurd to argue that “we’ve 
done our best.” In fact, when it comes to inis category of documents, you have done 
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nothing. Second, there is a Jaw that requires Presidential records to be sent to the 
National Archives. It is unclear to me how you intend to comply with this law. 

While I am under no illusion that it might be time consuming and expensive to 
reconstruct the e-mail records in question, I also am not prepared to accept the notion that 
the President and the White House do not have an obligation to obey the law. Indeed, if 
Attorney General Reno had made any real effort to conduct a thorough and vigorous 
investigation into the illegal fundraising matter, she would be first in line demanding 
compliance with document requests and the President would not be permitted the luxury 
of railing at Congress and the various Independent Counsel offices. 

In March 1 997, after two months of fruitless attempts to get the White House to 
respond to document requests about illegal campaign fundraising, I issued a subpoena. 

On June 27, 1997, after nearly having to hold the then-White House Counsel in contempt 
of Congress, I received a letter from your predecessor that all relevant documents had 
been produced. I am aware of no effort on the part of anyone at the White House once 
this matter was discovered to inform the Committee that incoming e-mails during a 
critical time period were never searched. 1 am also aware of no effort to conduct a 
retroactive search to ensure that critical information was not overlooked. 

Last Fall, I issued two additional subpoenas to the White House. One pertained to 
the Waco tragedy, and the other requested information about the FALN/Macheteros 
clemency decision. Again, I am aware of no effort to conduct a search of the incoming e- 
mails for relevant information. I am also fully aware that no effort was made to inform 
the Committee that the White House did not even intend to address an entire category of 
information. These subpoenas remain in effect, and compliance is not optional. 

I request that you meet with me as soon as possible to explain fully what you have 
done to address the problems presented by the e-mail debacle. Tomorrow I will send 
subpoenas for documents pertaining to this matter, and I request that you ensure that ail 
relevant documents are preserved. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


March 17, 2000 


BY FACSIMILE AND V.S. MAIL 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 


Dear Chairman Burton: 

Pursuant to my March 10, 2000 letter to you, I am writing to provide you with a response 
to your request for information concerning e-mail records related to the Committee’s subpoenas 
in the campaign finance, FALN, and Waco matters. 

As you are aware, recent press reports have described certain configuration errors 
associated with the management system used for e-mail records within the White House and the 
Executive Office of the President (collectively "EOP"). Since I became aware of the nature of 
this matter, my staff and I have been working diligently to understand its scope and effect. Over 
the past several weeks, my staff has addressed with your staff the Committee's request for 
information about the general nature of these computer errors and the Committee’s request for 
•interviews of current and former EOP staff. I now want to provide you with more details about 
this issue and its effect, if any, on the Committee’s subpoena requests. Of course, we are 
continuing to review this matter and may need to amplify or modify our findings as wc gather 
more information. 

I. Automated Records Management System 
A. Searches for E-maii Records 

Before explaining the nature of the configuration eirors affecting certain incoming e-mail 
records being captured by the Automated Records Management System (ARMS), I want to 
describe briefly how the Office of Administration's (OA) computer records management system 
for the EOP is designed to work for e-mail records. Whenever ar, e-mail is sent to or from a user 
within the EOP. that e-mail is sent directly to a server, where the recipient can read it. The e- 
mail does not technically reside on the individual user's personal computer (PC), but on the 
server. As long as the user retains the e-mail on her PC, it remains on the server. Accordingly, 
as you know, while individuals are instructed to search their own PCs in response to a subpoena 
request, a redundant search of the server is not conducted. Conversely, by deleting an e-mail, the 
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user deletes it from the server as well as the PC. Because many individual users delete e-mail 
daily (and indeed users must delete some e-mails because the server does not have the capacity 
to hold all e-mails), the server is not a complete and accurate repository of e-mails sent to and 
from the EOP. 

ARMS is a management system that was installed following the Armstrong case. It is 
designed to capture e-mail records sent from or to EOP user accounts that it manages (“ARMS- 
managed accounts"). ARMS is the first keyword searchable e-mail records archive maintained 
by the EOP. 

E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts are automatically recorded by ARMS as 
they are sent by the user. In addition, several times a minute, generally, ARMS scans the server 
and captures unrecorded e-mails residing on the server at the moment of scanning. To avoid 
repeatedly scanning an e-mail that continues to reside on the server over a period of time, once 
ARMS records an e-mail, it is coded so that ARMS will not needlessly scan it again. 

As then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff explained in his September 11, 1997 letter 
to you, we notified your staff in the Spring of 1997 that ARMS was put in place in July 1 994 and 
has managed e-mail records for most EOP offices since that time. (10/21/97 Letter from White 
House Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). Mr. Ruff further explained that 
ARMS also manages reconstructed e-mail records for the period January 1993 through July 
1994. (Id.). The e-mails were loaded into ARMS by Information Systems and Technology 
(1S&T) personnel within OA beginning in July 1994 - a process that was completed some time 
in mid-1999. Until reconstruction was completed, only limited e-mail records were searchable 
for the pre-July 1 994 period. (Id.). 

In response to a subpoena request, the individuals within the relevant EOP offices are 
instructed to search for responsive materials in any form. The head of each EOP office is 
instructed to certify that the individuals within the office have conducted a search of their files 
and the office’s files, and have provided any potentially responsive materials to the White House 
Counsel's O ffice. As a complement to these individual searches, a computerized search of 
ARMS is performed at our direction by IS&T personnel. (See 9/1 1/97 letter from White House 
Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). IS&T staff work with White House 
Counsel's Office staff to identify keyword terms to use in searching ARMS for responsive 
materials. As we have previously explained to your staff, because we use search terms, we 
cannot guarantee that every responsive e-mail is located. Nevertheless, we usually err on the 
side of using broad search terms, which sometimes yield targe amounts of nonresponsive 
materials. 

These computerized searches are extremely time-consuming and costly. For example, a 
search can take several days to complete, depending upon the number of offices and time period 
covered. Once a search is complete, it can take up to several days ro print the search results. In 
addition, our staff must manually review the printed search results for responsiveness. Indeed, 
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on many occasions our staff has waded through thousands of pages of nonresponsive materials to 
locate the few responsive ones. 

The only other electronic records of the server consist of tapes made periodically when 
the server is "backed up." Backup tapes are not created or saved for archival purposes, are not a 
part of ARMS, and are not searchable, absent reconstruction and transfer to ARMS, using 
general keyword terms. For these reasons, the EOP does not search backup tapes when 
responding to subpoena requests. These tapes are created solely for recovery in the event of a 
system ’'crash" to allow IS&T personnel to recover certain files. They are created generally 
daily, and take a "snapshot” of whatever exists on the server at the current time. For example, if 
an e-mail were sent to an EOP user and then deleted between backups, it would not be captured 
on a backup tape. At times when there has been a shortage of backup tapes, they have been 
reused. Backup tapes are thus an inaccurate and incomplete compilation of what is on the 
system and serve as a last resort only in cases of a catastrophic system failure. As noted below, I 
am also informed that reconstruction of files from backup tapes is , a costly and time-consuming 
endeavor. 


B. Configuration Errors Affecting ARMS 

ARMS, like all computer records management systems, is susceptible to problems, 
software programming errors, and "glitches" that are not easily detectable. Even when they are 
discovered, however, the nature, scope, and cause of the problems, as well as their effect on the 
system and users, may be difficult to ascertain. 

Although we have always understood that ARMS is designed to record all e-mails sent 
through the EOP e-mail network (currently the Lotus Notes system), two separate configuration ' 
errors have occurred which prevented certain incoming e-mails sent to ARMS-managed accounts 
from being recorded in ARMS for a period of time. The first error occurred in August 1996, 
when IS&T was performing routine maintenance to improve the system’s performance. As part 
of the process, individual user accounts within the White House Office (WHO), and some 
accounts within OA and the Office of Policy Development (OPD), were moved to a new server, 
called ’’Mail2." During this process, some of these users were apparently mistakenly coded by 
computer technicians as being on "MA1L2,” using all upper case letters, instead of "Mail2." The 
ARMS scanning process is case sensitive when identifying servers and did not recognize 
"MA1L2.” Because ARMS did not recognize "MAIL2," the ARMS scanning process did not 
capture incoming e-mails (i e., e-raails sent from non-managed ARMS accounts to ARMS- 
managed accounts) for these affected ARMS-managed accounts. 

In January 1998, Daniel Barry, IS&T Records Projects Computer Specialist, was 
performing a keyword search of ARMS in response to a subpoena request and noticed a possible 
anomaly within ARMS. Mr. Barry found that on a particular day there were outgoing e mails 
from an EOP user who seemed to be exchanging e-mails with an outside user, but there were no 
corresponding incoming e-mails. Thus, it appeared to him that some incoming e-mails might be 
missing from ARMS. Mr. Baity', with the assistance of John Spriggs, the IS&T e-mail contract 
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administrator and an employee of outside contractor Northrop Grumman (N-G), examined the 
log of the FIREWALL system, through which e-mail created outside the EQP passes and is 
screened to ensure that messages do not include viruses. They determined that on the day in 
question, the EOF user had actually sent the outside user seven e-mails, while the outside user 
had seat the EOP user six incoming e-mails. At the time, Mr. Barry was unsure whether this was 
aa isolated incident for this particular user on this particular day or whether it was a broader 
undetected systemic error. Indeed, minor glitches or '’hiccups" are common to IS&T systems, as 
they are to all computer systems, and small pieces of data are often not easily retrievable as a 
result. Mr. Barry notified his superiors and documented his finding. 

The full extent of the error causing the anomaly Mr. Barry noted was not discovered until 
June 1 998, when on-site N-G employees discovered on the server certain incoming e-mail 
messages that were coded as "unrecorded” on the server, signifying that the ARMS scanning 
process was not picking up these messages. The contractor notified IS&T personnel, A group 
of employees was assembled to investigate and repair the problem.. 

By the fall of 1998, N-G technical personnel working with IS&T staff discovered that the 
problem was due to miscoding "MaU2" as "MAIL2." They further determined that the 
miscoding affected 526 ARMS-managed accounts from the following EOP offices: 

1 . WHO (464 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (58 accounts) 

3. OA (4 accounts) 

As a result, certain incoming e-mail that these 52 6 users had received since August 1996 had not 
been recorded by ARMS. As noted previously, the problem did not cover any e-mails generated 
by ARMS -managed accounts. Moreover, it would not have prevented a recording of the 
incoming e-mail if the affected EGP user forwarded it or replied to it "with history” (r.e., sending 
back the original e-mail). Additionally, incoming e-mail messages maintained on individual 
users' PCs would also remain on the user’s server space, and therefore would be subject to 
individual EOP user searches, as long as the individual recipient did not delete them. 

By November 1998, die N-G and IS&T personnel had corrected the problem 
prospectively so that all future incoming e-mail to the 526 affected users would be stored in 
ARMS. Thus, this configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts for the peitod 
August 1 996 through November 1998. IS&T personnel also created backup tapes of the server 
to preserve the unrecorded e-mail existing on it as of November 20, 1998. By backing up the 
entire server, IS&T also necessarily capfiired word processing documents, rolodex files, and 
recorded e-mail records that also existed on the server at that time. After the prospective 
coirectioo, ARMS resumed managing incoming e-mails and the creation of backup tapes of the 
server continued. 


As noted above, backup tapes not in a readable or searchable format because they arc 
not created for archival purposes. Thus, they cannot easily be reconstructed and placed on 
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ARMS, Consequently, QA requested that N-G provide an estimate for studying the time and 
cost involved in restoring these e-mails to a readable format. In October 1998, N-G estimated 
that a feasibility study alone would cost about $600,000. OA informs us that, concurrent with 
the preliminary assessment of the costs to study the problem, OA was faced with, the massive 
task of Y2K compliance of its entire system, including its mail systems. This task consumed 
IS&T resources throughout the remainder of!998 and 1999. 

A second configuration error was discovered in April 1 999, when N-G technical 
personnel were testing the process in which ARMS interacts with the Lotus Notes system. 

When user accounts are created, they are assigned to a particular "view.” Each view represents a 
section of the alphabet (eg., ABC), and users are assigned to a view by the first letter of their 
first name (e g., Mary Jones would be in the view that contains the letter "M”). The ARMS 
"viewer" scans the server on a "view” by "view" basis. 

During this testing process, the N-G computer specialists discovered that, in correcting 
the "MAIL2" programming error, another configuration error involving the ARMS ’’viewer" had 
been made. The letter "D" was inadvertently omitted from a view, and the letter 'T' was 
included twice. As a result, incoming e-mail to ARMS-managed accounts with the first names 
beginning with the letter "D" had not been recorded by ARMS since November 1998. It appears 
that this error remained undetected until April 1 999 because the additional "J” led technical 
personnel to believe that the views contained all 26 letters cf the alphabet. In fact, that was not 
the case. 

The effect of the Xetter D" error on the system was similar to the "MAIL2" error: 
Incoming e-mail sent to ARMS-managed accounts whose users’ first names begin, with the letter 
11 D" were not stored in ARMS. E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts were not 
affected by the problem. Approximately 200 ARMS-managed accounts from the following 
offices within the EOP were affected: 

1 . White House Office (42 accounts) 

7. Office of Policy Development (8 accounts) 

3. Office of Management and Budget (54 accounts) 

4. Council of Economic Advisers (1 account) 

5. Council on Environmental Quality (4 accounts) . 

6. National Security Council (2 1 accounts) 

7. Office of Administration (32 accounts) 

8. Office of National Drug Control Policy (20 accounts) 

9. Office of Science and Technology Policy (6 accounts) 

10. While House Climate Change Task Force (3 accounts) 

As with the "MAIt.2'' error, e-mail maintained on these affected users' PCs remained on the 
server until deleted by the user, but were not captured in ARMS. 
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By May 1999, the N-G employees corrected this problem prospectively. Thus, the 
"Letter D" configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts from November 1 998 to 
May 1999. As with the "MAIL2" error, a backup tape of the server was created on June I, 1 999 
to preserve any unrecorded e-mail that existed on it at that time. 

In the course of gathering these preliminary facts concerning these configuration errors, 
we were informed this week that e-mails on the server of the Office of the Vice President (OVP) 
have not been fully managed by ARMS. We are still in the process of determining the scope and 
time period involved. The OVP does maintain back-up tapes of its server. 

Of course, numerous e-mails to and from OVP users have been produced to the 
Committee over the years, which is consistent with OVP staff having searched their PCs for e- 
mail residing on the servers or in their hard-copy files, and with the large number of OVP e- 
raails that were captured by searches of ARMS during unaffected periods. We are doing our best 
to determine how searches For e-mails responsive to the Committee’s requests were affected by 
these facts. We will promptly provide the Committee with this information when we complete 
our review. 


II. Effect of Configuration Errors on the Committee's Subpoena Requests 

Recent reports have cited various global effects of these configuration errors and 
speculated about the contents of the affected incoming e-mails. Below are our preliminary 
findings with regard to the "MAIL2" and "Letter D" errors. As noted above, we will provide 
further information as soon as possible about the OVP accounts. Please note, also, that, given 
the technical issues involved, we may need to modify or amend these findings as our review 
proceeds. 


A. Global Effects 

1 . These two configuration errors did not affect documents or e-mails created by 
ARMS-managed accounts . We understand that these two configuration errors did not affect e- 
mails from ARMS managed accounts that were sent within or outside the EOP. The only e- 
raails affected by either configuration error described above were incoming e-mails. Moreover, 
if an affected user received an Incoming e-mail and forwarded it or replied to it with history 
(sending back the original incoming e-mail) then ARMS would have recorded die incoming e- 
mail. 

2. We do not know how many e-mails were affected . OA and IS&T personnel 
understand that no one has estimated the number of e-mails that were unrecorded. If such an 
estimate was made, it was not provided to the EOP. Currently, I am informed that there is no 
way to make this calculation unless the backup tapes are reconstructed. 

3. We do not know if any responsive information is contained in the unrecorded e- 
mails. News reports state that the e-mails contain information relevant to various subpoenas. 
Again, we have net been informed that anyone had the opportunity to review the contents of 
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these e-mails. Moreover, IS&T personnel currently cannot identify what kind of information is 
on the backup tapes because they have not been reconstructed. Without such restoration, we 
cannot know the contents of the unrecorded e-mails. 

4. Affected incoming e-mail left on the server should have been captured by 
individual user searches . As you know, EOP staff are instructed to search their files, including 
computer records, for responsive information. Thus any incoming e-mails still on an individual's 
server space at the time a search was conducted should have been captured by individual user 
searches. 

5. The "MAIL2" and “Letter D" anomalies were technical errors . As explained 
above, these configuration errors were the sole result of human mistakes andi entirely 
unintentional. 


B. Effect on the Committee's Subpoenas 

Per your request, we have tried to determine what effect these errors had on the 
Committee's subpoenas related to campaign finance, FALN, and Waco matters. Please note that 
our preliminary findings are based upon our understanding of the Committee's subpoena 
requests, any agreed modifications to those requests, and the kind of e-mail search we performed 
to locate responsive material. 

1 . Campaign finance related subpoena requests . As youi staff is aware, since the 
Committee's first subpoena in early 1 997. our staffs negotiated a global December 3 1, 1996 
cutoff date for all campaign finance related requests. Thus, incoming e-mails to the 526 affected 
ARMS-managed accounts fora five month period (August 1996 through December 1996) that 
were not forwarded or replied to with history would likely not have been captured by ARMS. E- 
mails remaining on an individual user’s PC should have been captured. 

2. FALN related subpoena requests . The search in response to the Committee’s first 
subpoena covered the period January 20, 1993 through August 1999. The search in response to 
the Committee’s second subpoena covered the period January 20, 1 993 through November 10, 
1999. Thus, these searches would have encompassed both time periods affected by the two 
configuration errors. 

3. Waco related subpoena requests . On September I, 1999, the Committee served a 
subpoena seeking materials related to the use of incendiary devices at the Branch Davidian 
compound. As you know, the relevant time period surrounding the Waco matter precedes 
August 3996, when the first configuration error occurred. Thus, we do not believe that these two 
errors would have affected a search of ARMS for e-mails responsive to this subpoena. 

Moreover, as our staff explained to your staff, we had recently conducted a broad search for 
Waco-related materials in response to a Court Order in the Andrade v. Chojnacki matter. Our 
staffs reached an accommodation whereby, in lieu of conducting another search that would likely 
encompass the same materials, we would produce to the Committee unsealed materials that were 
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produced to the Andrade Court. On January 28, 2000, we provided you with a copy of these 
materials. 

III. Current Efforts to Explore Possible Reconstruction of Affected E-mail 

We are working diligently to determine whether it is possible to reconstruct the backup 
tapes so we can load the unrecorded e-mails on to ARMS and perform keyword searches. We 
currently have obtained the following estimate. 

There are at least 3400 backup tapes of the server relating to e-mail. As stated above, 
they are an incomplete and inaccurate collection of EOP computer records. The preliminary cost 
estimate we have received to reconstruct these tapes so that the information they contain could 
be placed on ARMS and searched using keywords is between $1.8 million and $3.0 million. 

This process is estimated to take approximately one to two years. 

The process may be performed in ’’batches”; i . several backup tapes at a time. If 
reconstruction were possible, we would likely begin the process with the November 20, 1998 and 
June 1, 1999 backup tapes (approximately 15 tapes total). This process would entail extracting 
the unrecorded e-mails from the backup tapes and putting them on a server. Then, computer 
technicians would need to develop a program that would "de-duplicate" the unrecorded e-mails 
■ so that ARMS would not record identical e-mails (as stated above, ARMS is designed not to scan 
identical e-mail messages). This estimate does not, however, include possible restoration of the 
OVP backup tapes, as well as the time and funds needed to perform other steps in the process, 
such as awarding a competitive contract, searching ARMS, printing the search results, manually 
reviewing them, and producing responsive materials. 

We are, of course, continuing to review this matter. As I ieam more relevant 
information, we will keep your office informed. If you have any questions, please call me. In 
any event, I will call you next week. 

Sincerely, 

Beth Nolan 

Counsel to the President 

cc: The Honorable Hemy Waxman 
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Beth Nolan 

Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Ms. Nolan: 

Thank you for the letter transmitted late on the evening of Friday, March 17, 
2000. I appreciate this initial response. 

Your staff has committed to producing documents about the White House e-mail 
problem to the Committee on Tuesday, March 21, 2000, and, while 1 would have 
preferred less delay, I look forward to receiving the documents at the promised time. 
Your staff has been clear on this point, and I do not expect additional requests for 
extensions. 

As you are aware, the Committee will hold a hearing on the subject of the White 
House e-mail problem on Thursday, March 23, 2000. Your letter raises a number of 
questions. In order to answer these questions I will issue a subpoena for your attendance. 
Please have your staff confirm with my staff that you will accept service by facsimile. 

In the matter of the White House e-mail problem, both you and I should have the 
same goal. We need to understand the parameters of the problem; we need to understand 
what, if any, affirmative steps to correct the problem were taken; and we need to 
understand whether any delay in correcting the problem will result in increased expense 
and delay. I am also interested in the steps taken by White House Counsel to inform all 
interested parties of the problem as soon as it was discovered. Ute following issues are 
of particular concern: 

* You state in your letter that “e-mails on the server of the Office of the Vice President 
(OVP) have not been hilly managed by ARMS.” I am interested in a full explanation 
of this problem and I would also Like to know when the Department of Justice, 
Congress and the Offices of Independent Counsel were notified of the problem. 
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You explain that the preliminary cost to rectify the problem and include the relevant 
data in the ARMS system is $1.8 to $3.0 million dollars. I have been told by 
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individuals associated with the ARMS system that the cost has been increased by 
delay. Further, you note that “it may take approximately one to two years” to rectify 
the problem. If this is true, given the discovery of the problem on June 1 2, 1 998, we 
should either have put this issue behind us already, or have a mere three months left 
to wait. I am concerned that the approach taken by the White House Counsel’s office 
appears to have favored the “later rather than sooner, less rather than more” approach, 
thereby increasing the cost that must ultimately be paid to comply with the dictates of 
th e. Armstrong decision, and thereby also frustrating a number of legitimate 
investigations by the Justice Department, Independent Counsels, and Congress. 

You are somewhat unclear in your letter as to when you learned of these problems. I 
am curious as to when you were informed and what steps you took to pass the 
information along to the Justice Department, the Independent Counsels, and 
Congress. I am also interested in what you did to solve the problem. 

You state most clearly in your letter that: “(bjackup tapes ... are not searchable, 
absent reconstruction and transfer to ARMS.” It appears that one search was 
performed in 1998. The search did not require a transfer to ARMS, and materia! 
responsive to an Independent Counsel document request was discovered. Wliile I do 
not intend to underestimate the potential complexity of the problem, I am concerned 
that one of the purposes of your letter was to present a simplistic and self-serving 
explanation of this problem for media consumption. Thus I am surprised that you 
failed to provide this information in your letter. 

You indicate that an individual - who we intend to have testify at our hearing - 
identified a problem with e-mail management in January or February of 1 998. You 
also indicate that it was not until June of 1998 that the problem was next noticed. I 
am interested in the steps taken by the White House Counsel’s office to investigate 
this problem during the intervening four to five months. The ultimate problem would 
have been less costly to fix, and the universe of information would be much smaller, 
if there had been less delay. Therefore, I expect you will explain how the White 
House Counsel’s office dealt with the problem from its initial discovery. 

You state that Mr. Ruff provided a timely notification that somepre-1994 e-mails 
were unavailable for document review. When did the Wltite House provide a similar 
notification for the “Mail2” and “d” user problems to the Justice Department, the 
Independent Counsels, and Congress? 

Your indication that no-one has estimated the number of e-mails that have not been 
reviewed is inconsistent with information that has been provided to the Committee. 

We are interested in your response to this area of concern, particularly given the 
presumption that the White House Counsel’s office would ask for an approximation 
of the size of the problem in anticipation of making plans to solve the problem. 

You also dismiss concerns regarding Waco-related e-mails by explaining that the 
Waco tragedy took place before the time period implicated by the problem. Again, 
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this simplistic approach is troubling. In : 997 there were allegations regarding gunfire 
that created a degree of consternation. It is not unreasonable to suspect that 
individuals might have provided commentary on these allegations during the period 
that e-mails were not being properly managed. Similarly, the fact that other issues 
occurred at a particular time does not impact whether White House employees have 
created information responsive to document requests. 

• You also explain that e-mails may have been reviewed by manual searches conducted 
by individual computer users. You omit to explain, however, how searches could be 
conducted by people who have left the White House. It is my understanding that 
there was considerable turnover within the White House. Again, we will be 
benefitted greatly by your ability to provide in-depth explanations to what appear to 
be the incomplete and simplistic explanations provided in your letter. 

Again, thank you for your letter. While I would prefer to receive correspondence 
from the White House earlier than 7:30 p.m. on a Friday night, I have read the relevant 
parts of Lanny Davis’s book describing media strategy, and I have a fair understanding of 
the timing. I look forward to your appearance at the Committee’s hearing on Thursday, 
March 23, 2000. 


^0* — --Sincerely, 

U-3. 




Dan Burton 


cc: Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 
Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz 
Independent Counsel David Barrett 
Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 
Attorney General Janet Reno 
Judge Royce Lamberth 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

U.S, Department of Justice 

Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W, 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I am concerned that the Department of Justice has made no effort to obtain an entire category of 
documents that has potential bearing on the Campaign Finance investigation. Yesterday, the Committee 
learned that hundreds of thousands of e-mails sent to White House employees from outside the White 
House complex have never been reviewed to determine whether they are responsive to document requests 
and subpoenas. These e-mails were received during the critical 1996-1998 time frame. As of yesterday, 
the Justice Department had made no effort to contact individuals who manage White House e-mails, and 
there is no indication that you have ever pushed the White House for a review of this information, despite 
the fact that this matter has been reported in the press. 

The appearance created by this failure is that you have no intention of pursuing a vigorous 
investigation of the White House. 

In his memorandum recommending the appointment of an Independent Counsel, Charles LaBella 
wrote: “The contortions that the Department has gone through to avoid investigating these allegations are 
apparent.” He also wrote: “If these allegations involved anyone other than (redacted name], an 
appropriate investigation would have commenced months ago without hesitation.” Recently we learned 
that you deemed it irrelevant to question the President about James Riady’s offer of one million dollars or 
about any other facet of the foreign fundraising scandal. We also discovered that your prosecutors failed 
to ask the Vice President about the Hsi Lai Temple event. Earlier, we learned that a search warrant for 
Charlie Trie’s home was quashed just before it could be served. Now we find that you apparently aren’t 
even hiding behind the pretense that the White House should produce information relevant to the 
campaign finance investigation. 

I request that you inform this Committee of the steps you are going to take to address the White 
House’s failure to provide the Justice Department with critical information- 
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Mr. Burton. I will now yield to Mr. Waxman for his opening 
statements, then we will move forward with the first panel. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased you are holding to- 
day’s hearing. It will provide us an opportunity to explore whether 
there was any wrongdoing in the attempt to coordinate the auto- 
mated records management system, known as the ARMS system, 
with the Lotus e-mail network. 

We are all aware that during the past few years many false and 
reckless accusations have been made about this administration and 
officials that work within this administration. We should not re- 
peat those mistakes today. Instead, in evaluating the ARMS-Lotus 
interface, we must investigate whether certain acts were the result 
of sinister motives or simply routine mistakes. 

Serious accusations, some involving potential criminal conduct, 
have already been made about the ARMS-Lotus interface, so it is 
essential that we do our best to clarify the record and understand 
the facts, and then let the facts lead us to conclusions, rather than 
start with conclusions and then find out if the facts support those 
conclusions. 

We have already learned, for instance, that no one in the Clinton 
administration ever suggested that specific e-mails or categories of 
e-mails be excluded from the ARMS system. That’s a fact. 

We have also learned that no one in the Clinton administration 
designed the system or had any role in creating the ARMS-Lotus 
interface or the interface defect, and that’s a fact. 

Moreover, we know that no one in the Clinton White House even 
knew before June 1998, that some e-mails were being excluded 
from the ARMS-Lotus interface, and consequently not being sub- 
mitted to Congress or the Department of Justice. 

What else do we know? 

We also have learned that the White House has provided Con- 
gress with over 7,000 e-mails pursuant to congressional requests. 
They have given us 7,000 e-mails, and some of those e-mails were 
embarrassing to the White House, yet they submitted those e- 
mails. 

Some of these e-mails have been repeatedly used by the chair- 
man and other Republican leaders as evidence of White House 
wrongdoing. The production of those e-mails would seemingly put 
to rest the question that the White House was trying to keep dam- 
aging information from the Congress. If they were trying to do 
that, you wonder why they submitted e-mails among the 7,000 e- 
mails that have been used against them. 

Well, by the end of today — and this may be a long day’s hearing, 
but it is an important one — we will be in a better position to an- 
swer three remaining questions. 

First, did any White House employee make any improper threat 
to any of the contract or subcontract employees of Northrop Grum- 
man? 

Second, did anyone at the White House try to impede the efforts 
to fix the problem created by a contract employee? 

And, finally, why didn’t the White House notify this committee 
and other investigators when the ARMS-Lotus interface problem 
was discovered? 
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These are important questions, and I hope we will get answers 
to them. 

We will likely receive conflicting testimony on whether threats 
were made, so we will have to evaluate the credibility of the wit- 
nesses on this point. We will also have to evaluate what involve- 
ment, if any, the President, the Vice President, and other senior 
White House officials may have had with this issue. 

From what we know now, however, it appears unlikely that any- 
one at the White House tried to obstruct efforts to repair the 
ARMS-Lotus interface, and I believe that Beth Nolan, who will tes- 
tify at the end of today’s hearing, may have a reasonable expla- 
nation for the delay in the White House’s notification of Congress 
about the ARMS-Lotus interface problem. 

I look forward to listening to today’s witnesses. If it appears that 
any wrongdoing has occurred regarding the ARMS-Lotus interface, 
we should take appropriate action. 

By the same token, however, if we should also be sure, in finding 
the facts, that there is a reason to correct the record if there is no 
evidence of wrongdoing, I hope that action will be taken, as well. 

Let’s let the facts speak for themselves. Let’s try to find the facts 
as best we can. Where conflicting testimony may be leading us in 
different directions, let us try to keep to this issue of the ARMS- 
Lotus interface to understand what, if anything, justifies a congres- 
sional hearing and leads us to facts that will be useful in our ongo- 
ing investigation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. 

I understand a vote has been called on the floor. I want to apolo- 
gize to our first panel, but, in order to have consistency in the 
hearing, I think probably we ought to break real quickly for a vote 
and ask all the Members to get back as quickly as possible so we 
can get on with this, so we will stand in recess and call the gavel. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. We will now welcome our first panel to the witness 
table: Steve Hawkins, Robert Haas, Betty Lambuth, Sandra Golas, 
Yiman Salim, John Spriggs, and Daniel Barry. 

Would you please stand and raise your right hands, please? 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. First of all, I want to restate that I know that you 
would probably be rather playing golf or working or doing some- 
thing else today. This is a very important hearing, and we do ap- 
preciate your cooperation and in your being as factual as is hu- 
manly possible. 

Do any of you have opening statements you would like to make? 
Ms. Salim, did you have an opening statement? 

Ms. Salim. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. OK. You are recognized. Please pull the microphone 
as close to you as possible. Thank you very much. 
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STATEMENTS OF YIMAN SALIM, NORTHROP GRUMMAN SOFT- 
WARE DEVELOPER, LOTUS NOTES GROUP; BETTY LAMBUTH, 
NORTHROP GRUMMAN MANAGER, FORMER MEMBER OF 
THE LOTUS NOTES GROUP, ACCOMPANIED BY LARRY 
KLAYMAN, COUNSEL, AND TOM FITTON; ROBERT HAAS, NOR- 
THROP GRUMMAN SYSTEMS ADMINISTRATOR, LOTUS 
NOTES GROUP; DANIEL “TONY” BARRY, COMPUTER SPE- 
CIALIST, EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT/OFFICE OF 
ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY JOHN HARDEN 
YOUNG, COUNSEL; STEVE HAWKINS, NORTHROP GRUMMAN 
PROGRAM MANAGER; JOHN SPRIGGS, NORTHROP GRUM- 
MAN SENIOR ENGINEER FOR ELECTRONIC MAIL; AND SAN- 
DRA GOLAS, NORTHROP GRUMMAN SENIOR SOFTWARE EN- 
GINEER, LOTUS NOTES GROUP 

Ms. Salim. Good morning. 

My name is Yiman Salim. I am a subcontractor working as a 
Lotus Notes developer in the Executive Office of the President, 
main contractor Northrop Grumman. I have held this position since 
May 1998. I am a member of the Lotus Notes team, basically re- 
sponsible for the analysis, development, and support of Lotus Notes 
applications. 

I understand that the committee would like me to describe the 
events surrounding the Mail2 problem, and I am appearing here 
voluntarily at the committee’s request to do so. 

One of my first tasks at the EOP was to work on the upgrade 
of Lotus Notes. During my work on this project in June 1998, Bob 
Haas and I stumbled upon what we thought at the time was a flaw 
in the records management, the scanner process. It was a very 
technical typographical-type error committed by a prior contractor 
before Northrop Grumman was retained. 

We found, quite by chance, that inbound e-mail messages were 
somehow not being picked up by the scanning process of the 
records management system, called ARMS. The scanning portion of 
ARMS is responsible for looking at the e-mail file and sending in- 
bound e-mail messages through several processes, ultimately end- 
ing up on the VAX computer, where searches of those e-mails by 
Government employees occurs. 

Immediately after the discovery of this problem, we reported our 
findings to our immediate supervisor, Betty Lambuth, who directed 
us to put our findings in writing. 

In the days that followed, it was determined that the problem 
was specific only to the Mail2 server. The Mail2 problem, therefore, 
affected approximately 500 users, most of whom worked for the 
White House. The problem affected only those e-mails inbound to 
the White House from outside by way of the Internet to Mail2 serv- 
er users. 

Outgoing e-mails sent from Mail2 users at the White House were 
not affected and were records managed according to established 
procedures. 

The Mail2 server problem had originated some time during Octo- 
ber 1996, when the contractors prior to Northrop Grumman built 
a new e-mail server called “Mail2.” When the contractors personnel 
named the Mail2 server, they used an upper-case “M” and lower- 
case letters for the rest of the name. Following its creation, how- 
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ever, the individual mail accounts on the Mail2 server were as- 
signed the name “MAIL2” using all capital letters. 

When the case-sensitive ARMS scanner process ran on the Mail2 
server to perform its comparison of the names, the comparison 
failed, since the names did not appear in the exact same case; 
therefore, none of those accounts from Mail2 were scanned. In- 
bound e-mails were not sent to the VAX, and, as a result, inbound 
e-mails were not records managed. 

Outbound e-mails were automatically records managed without 
the need for such scanning. That is why outbound White House e- 
mails were not affected by this error. 

A few days after the discovery of the problem, some time between 
June 15 and June 18, 1998, Betty Lambuth, John Spriggs, Sandy 
Golas, Bob Haas, and I were called into Laura Crabtree’s office for 
a private meeting. 

My recollection is that in this meeting Laura Crabtree told us 
that Mark Lindsay had instructed that we were not to discuss the 
problem with anyone, including our spouses or our family. We were 
told that the incident was considered sensitive, and that we should 
take it very seriously. 

I do not remember hearing the word “jail,” and I never felt 
threatened. In my mind, this was simply a technical issue that 
needed a technical solution. 

My understanding was that this issue would remain with this 
small group only temporarily until the Office of Administration had 
a chance to manage the situation. 

On June 19, 1998, 1 week after the Mail2 problem was discov- 
ered, I left the country for 2 weeks on a pre-planned vacation. After 
my return, I had little contact with the Mail2 issue except for at- 
tendance at some technical meetings regarding the problem. 

In the beginning of November 1998, the group met to discuss a 
technical solution to the Mail2 problem. We focused on how to stop 
the bleeding, which meant that we wanted to find a way to prop- 
erly manage inbound e-mails that entered Mail2 from that point 
forward. 

On November 22, 1998, John Spriggs and I executed a program 
which artificially marked all unmanaged e-mails as record man- 
aged on the 394 active users who were located on Mail2 at that 
time. 

After that was completed, inbound e-mails on the Mail2 server 
were, therefore, properly scanned by ARMS and were records man- 
aged. All unmanaged e-mails that entered Mail2 between the in- 
ception of the problem in November 1998 became part of a separate 
e-mail reconstruction project. 

Several months later, in April 1999, I discovered another prob- 
lem in the records management system. I found that all users with 
a first name that started with a “D,” such as “Doug” or “David,” 
were not being properly scanned by ARMS. This problem affected 
not just Mail2 but all the Lotus mail servers. 

The problem was corrected on June 1, 1999, and after this correc- 
tion I created an audit agent that monitors all e-mail accounts and 
reports in a timely basis if there are any records management 
issues. This was done so that any future problems would be de- 
tected and solved in a timely manner. 
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Mr. Chairman, that is my recollection of the events concerning 
discovery of the Mail2 system error. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Ms. Salim. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Salim follows:] 



25 


STATEMENT OF YIMAN SALIM 

My name is Yiman Salim, I am a sub-contractor working as a Lotus Notes 

developer, under the Executive Office of the President’s (EOP) main contractor, 
Northrop Grumman. I have held this position since May of 1998, I am a member 
of the Lotus Notes team responsible for the analysis, development and support of 
Lotus Notes applications. 

I understand that the Committee would like me to describe the events 
surrounding the Mail2 problem, and I am appearing here voluntarily at the 
Committee’s request to do so. 

One of my first tasks at the EOP was to work on the upgrade of Lotus 
Notes. During my work on this project in June 1998, Bob Haas and I stumbled 
upon what we thought at the time was a flaw in the records management scanner 
process. It was a very technical typographical type error committed by a prior 
contractor before Northrop Grumman was retained. We found quite by chance that 
inbound e-mail messages were somehow not being picked up by the scanning 
process of the records management system, called ARMS. The scanning portion 
of ARMS is responsible for looking at all e-mail files and sending inbound e-mail 
messages through several processes, ultimately ending up on the VAX computer 
where searches of those e-mails by government employees occurs. Immediately 
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after the discovery of the problem, we reported our findings to our immediate 
supervisor, Betty Lambuth, who directed us to put our findings in writing. 

In the days that followed, it was determined that the problem was specific 
only to the Mail2 server. The Mail2 problem, therefore, affected approximately 
500 users, most of whom worked for the White House. The problem affected only 
those e-mails inbound to the White House from outside by way of the internet to 
Mail2 server users. Outgoing e-mails sent from Mail2 users at the White House 
were not affected and were records managed according to established procedures. 

The Mail2 server problem had originated sometime during October 1 996, 
when the contractors prior to Northrop Grumman built the new e-mail server called 
Mail2. When the contractors’ personnel named the MaiI2 server, they used an 
uppercase “M” and lower case letters for the rest of the name. Following its 
creation, however, the individual mail accounts on the Mail2 server were assigned 
the name Mail2 using all capital letters. When the case sensitive ARMS scanner 
process ran on the Mail2 server to perform its comparison of the names, the 
comparison failed since the names did not appear in the exact same case. 

Therefore, none of those accounts on Mail2 were scanned. Inbound e-maits were 
not sent to the VAX, and as a result inbound e-mails were not records managed. 
Outbound e-mails were automatically records managed without the need for such 
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scanning. That is why outbound White House e-mails were not affected by this 
error. 

A few days after the discovery of the problem, sometime between June 1 5 
and June 18, 1998, Betty Lambuth, John Spriggs, Sandy Golas, Bob Haas and I 
were called in to Laura Crabtree’s office for a private meeting. My recollection is 
that in this meeting, Laura Crabtree told us that Mark Lindsay had instructed that 
we were not to discuss the problem with anyone, including, our spouses or our 
family. We were told that the incident was considered sensitive and that we should 
take it very seriously. I do not remember hearing the word “jail” and I never felt 
threatened. In my mind this was simply a technical issue that needed a technical 
solution. My understanding was that this issue would remain with this small group 
only temporarily until the Office of Aministration had the chance to manage the 
situation. 

On June 19, 1998, one week after the Mail2 problem was discovered, I left 
the country for three weeks on a preplanned vacation. After my return, I had little 
contact with the Mail2 issue, except for attendance at some technical meetings 
regarding the problem. 

In the beginning of November 1998, the group met to discuss a technical 
solution to the Mail2 problem. We focused on how to “stop the bleeding,” which 
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meant that we wanted to find a way to properly manage inbound e-mails that 
entered Mail2 from that point forward. On November 22, 1998 John Spriggs and I 
executed a program which artificially marked all unmanaged e-mails as records 
managed on the 394 active users who were located on Mail2 at that time. After 
this was completed, inbound e-mails on the Mail2 server were thereafter properly 
scanned by ARMS and were records managed. All unmanaged e-mail that entered 
Mail2 between the inception of the problem and November 1998 became part of a 
separate e-mail reconstruction project. 

Several months later in April 1 999, 1 discovered another problem with the 
records management system. I found that all users with a first name that started 
with a “D,” such as Doug or David, were not being properly scanned by ARMS. 
This problem affected not just Mail2, but all the Lotus Notes Mail servers. This 
problem was corrected on June 1, 1999. Soon after this correction, I created an 
audit agent that monitors all e-mail accounts and reports on a timely basis if there 
are any records management issues. This was done so that any future problems 
will be detected and solved in a timely manner. 

Mr. Chairman, that is my recollection of the events concerning discovery of 
the Mail2 system error. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Haas, did you have an opening statement? 

Mr Barr. Mr. Chairman, may Ms. Lambuth give her statement 
now? 

Mr. Burton. If Mr. Haas has no objection, we’ll go with Ms. 
Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. Thank you. 

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I’d like to thank you and your com- 
mittee to have this opportunity to testify on the lost and hidden e- 
mails that occurred in the Clinton-Gore White House. 

When Ms. Salim and Bob Haas informed me, I did take this in- 
formation to my immediate supervisor in the White House, which 
was Laura Crabtree. 

Laura did understand the legal technicalities and severity of 
these lost e-mails, and said that she would like to go talk to Mark 
Lindsay. 

Laura did come back to me and say that Mr. Lindsay had told 
her to tell me and my staff that if any of us spoke about these 
issues, about this particular project which we now named “Project 
X,” we would not only lose our jobs, we would be arrested and we 
would be put in jail. 

Ms. Crabtree then relayed those messages on to my staff, which 
had been relayed to her by Mr. Lindsay. 

I had also asked Ms. Crabtree, and basically said that, you know, 
“It’s not that I dispute what you’re saying. I would like to hear this 
directly from Mr. Lindsay,” and she agreed that this was appro- 
priate. 

I later that day met with Paulette Cichon, who was also aware 
of the situation. Paulette and I went upstairs and I met with Mark 
Lindsay that afternoon quite late. Mr. Lindsay did, in fact, reit- 
erate everything that Ms. Crabtree had told me that he had in- 
structed her to tell, and that was if I or any of my staff relayed 
this information to anyone — spouses; they specifically named Steve 
Hawkins, who was the program manager for Northrop Grumman; 
Jim Wright, who was the COTR for EOP — that if we spoke to any- 
one that we — not just me, whoever relayed the information, but 
that we would all lose our jobs, we would be arrested, and we 
would be put in jail. 

And this is quite significant, because if you are arrested or you 
are removed from any agency — and we’ve gone through a 15-year 
security clearance — that our security clearances are stripped from 
us. This is one of our fears, also, is our security clearances are 
stripped. In this town, as you can appreciate, that makes us un- 
marketable. 

But basically, then, I do want you to understand that I was a 
subcontractor to Northrop Grumman. I was the manager. I was in 
on the proposal that Northrop Grumman did to EOP from the very 
beginning. I was one of the key people in that proposal. I did the 
orals and I had a great staff under me that was all Northrop 
Grumman, except for Ms. Salim, who was with another contractor. 
And we went forward to try to do our very, very best on this par- 
ticular project. 

When I was informed later about some of the e-mails that were 
included in the findings, it did come up that there were e-mails 
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from Lewinsky, from Filegate, had to deal with Vice President 
Gore’s campaign contributions, the trade seats, etc., so there were 
some very significant issues that were before the Government at 
that time that were quite evident in the lost e-mails. 

We did meet, as was stated. We felt some pressure from various 
people around. We did meet privately. We did go to the park. We 
did sometimes go across the street to Starbuck’s and speak in gen- 
eralities. 

Somehow along the way, when we came out of one of the meet- 
ings, Sandy was basically asked to do work on a project by the 
COTR, and the COTR 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. Would you identify Sandy? We 
don’t 

Ms. Lambuth. Sandy Golas, Ms. Golas, who is also on the panel. 
Sorry. 

And he asked her to work on a particular problem. She informed 
him that she could not at that time because we had a special 
project. He asked her what it was. Going along with what we had 
been told, she did not tell him. 

It is my understanding that at that time she was taken down to 
Steve Hawkins, who also asked her the same question. She refused 
to tell and was threatened at that time by Mr. Hawkins with loss 
of job and being fired also. 

I was called at that time. I was in the doctor’s office. I was called 
by Mr. Haas. I talked to Sandy, who was extremely upset. I’ve 
never seen Sandy that upset. She’s a very level-headed person. I 
spoke with Sandy. She told me what had gone on. I told her just 
to hang tough, I would be back. 

I at that time called Steve, talked to Steve, asked him some 
questions, basically told him that if he had some issues with this 
whole thing, he needed to address me, but I did not want him in- 
terrogating my staff or putting them under undue pressure. 

I then left the doctor’s office in Vienna, went back downtown to 
EOP, addressed Steve. I found Steve. He basically said he had 
nothing else to say to me, that I was insubordinate, and that I 
could not refuse to tell him, and things — that he would get me off 
the contract, which did take place in July 1998. 

Along with it having become apparent that the White House was 
not going to proceed and let anyone know that these — that this 
issue had occurred, there was definitely a stalling delay. And the 
reason that I say that is that I kept asking for meetings. I couldn’t 
get meetings. I was asked to come up with how much time was re- 
quired for an individual to search these records, what equipment 
would be needed. I gave all of these facts, turned all of this over. 
And every time I asked what was to happen on this, where we 
were going, I could get no answers. 

Also, when it became very evident that I was going to be re- 
moved from the contract, there was — Northrop Grumman had done 
a reorganization. All my people were put out under different man- 
agers, so, therefore, they could no longer work as a group on this 
particular issue. They were approached by some of the Government 
people to — that I needed to remain there because of the knowledge, 
etc. That was turned down, which was their privilege to do that. 
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However, in doing so, it has another significant consequence, and 
that was the fact that, with no manager there, they basically had 
no one to get direction from. By being spread out amongst other 
managers now, they had no one person to go to with these issues 
or that was aware of all of the tasks that they had to do, so it made 
it a little bit more difficult. 

They had brought in another person, Jim Webster, from the 
same company that Yiman works for, to take my place. I think that 
there was, from what I had heard, that there was some resistance 
to opening up to him, and I wasn’t told until the last day that I 
was there that I could even talk to him about the project. 

And Mr. Webster, to my knowledge, only stayed a few weeks and 
then left the project, so they basically were with no supervision, as 
far as having a manager. 

Mr. Burton. I think, Ms. Lambuth, that we have pretty much 
covered the basic problem, and we’ll get back to you in just a few 
minutes with some questions. 

Ms. Lambuth. OK. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lambuth follows:] 
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S TATEMENT OF BETTY LAMBUTH BEFORE HOUSE GOVERNMENT REFORM 
COMMITTEE ON THURSDAY. MARCH 23. 2000 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to testify to your committee and, more 
importantly, the American people about the issue of missing and hidden e-maiis at the 
Clinton-Gore White House. I want to tell you the truth about the e-mail scandal, which we 
termed Project X, and how I and my colleagues were threatened by Clinton-Gore White 
House officials with loss of our jobs, arrest, and jail if we told anyone about the e-mail 
problem. I was told that these e-mails contained information relating to Filegate, 
concerning the Monica Lewinsky scandal, the sale of Clinton Commerce Department trade 
mission seats in exchange for campaign contributions, and Vice President A1 Gore’s 
involvement in campaign fundraising controversies. 

Judicial Watch, which is representing me in these matters, deserves credit for seeking the 
truth in these matters and I hope the Court in their cases, along with Congress, take strong 
action to ensure these e-mails and other records are not destroyed and justice is obtained 
concerning the threats and intimidation I received from the Clinton-Gore White House. 

Background 

I was an employee for CEXEC in the Information Systems and Technology Division (“1ST”) of 
the Clinton White House Office of Administration (“OA”). CEXEC was a sub-contractor for 
Northrop-Gmmmen at the Clinton White House that helped run and maintain its computer 
systems. My duties and responsibilities included but were not limited to the management of all 
computer message systems, e-mail and Internet security services within the Executive Office of 
the President (“EOP”). 

Discovery of the E-Mail Problem 

In May 1998, 1 learned that one of the computer e-mail servers, which housedincoming e-mail to 
much of the top Clinton White House staff, approximately 500 individuals, was not being records 
managed by the Automated Records Management System (“ARMS”), which would have allowed 
their text to be searched in response to subpoenas and other inquiries. The apparent cause of this 
e-mail problem occurred in August, 1996. As the Clinton White House received approximately 
20,000 incoming e-mail per day, this meant that, as of May, 1998, a significant number of e-mail 
were not records managed and not being searched in response to subpoenas and document 
requests. 

I informed as soon as possible my Clinton White House supervisor, Laura Crabtree, of the e-mail 
server problem, who quickly understood the technical and legal severity of the problem. I 
understand Crabtree then went to the Clinton White House OA office and spoke with its counsel, 
Mark Lindsay. Crabtree also informed Paulette Cichonne, another official at the Clinton OA, of 
the problem. 
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Threats of Arrest, Jail, and Loss of Mv Job 

After consulting with Lindsay and Cichonne, Crabtree, acting on their instruction, said that I was 
forbidden to say anything to anyone concerning the e-mail server problem. Crabtree specifically 
stated that 1 and my staff was not to inform Steve Hawkins, my Northrop-Grumman manager at 
the Clinton White House. Crabtree told me that if I did talk about the e-mail problem, I 
would loose my job, be arrested, and jailed. 

I then sought a meeting with Mark Lindsay and Paulette Ciehonne about the e-mail 
problem. At that meeting, Mark Lindsay reiterated Crabtree’s comments and told me 
directly that I nor any of my staff were not permitted to discuss anything concerning the e- 
mail problem with anyone, including Steve Hawkins. Lindsay said that if I or any of my 
team who knew about the e-mail problem told anyone else about it we would lose our jobs, 
be arrested and put in jail. 

I conveyed Lindsay’s threats to my staff at the Clinton White House who knew of the e-mail 
problem. The members of my contractor staff were worried about the threats as well In fact, to 
maintain the Clinton White House’s ordered secrecy about the e-mail problem, my staff and I 
held meetings to discuss the issue outside the office in a park close to the New Executive Office 
Building and in a nearby Starbucks. Also to ensure secrecy, the e-mail problem was called 
Project X. 

I was initially instructed to work up technical plans and cost estimates to fix the e-mail problem. 
But within days, I quickly came to the conclusion that the Clinton White House had no 
intention of fixing the problem, despite their knowledge that the e-mail in issue contained 
many e-mails from and to Monica Lewinsky, who was then involved in an ongoing criminal 
investigation. My conclusion was based on the fact that nothing was done to fix the 
problem and the e-mails continued to be left out of any searches in response to subpoenas 
and other document requests. 

E-Mails Contain Evidence About Filegate. Chinagafe, A1 Gore, Commerce Trade Missions. 
Lewinsky 

A contractor for Northrop-Grumman whom I supervised, and who examined this group of e-mail, 
told me the e-mail contained information relating to Filegate, concerning the Monica Lewinsky 
scandal, the sale of Clinton Commerce Department trade mission seats in exchange for campaign 
contributions, and Vice President Ai Gore’s involvement in campaign fundraising controversies. 

I delivered a sample of e-mails relating to Monica Lewinsky to Mark Lindsay in the Old 
Executive Office Building. 

Da niel Barrv Kent in Dark Before Congressional Testimony 
The Clinton White House considered but did not call Daniel A. Barry, an e-mail computer 
specialist for the Clinton White House, back from vacation to inform him about Project X. So 
when Barry did return from vacation, he was unaware of Project X even though he was about to 
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testify to Congress concerning White House e-mails and Monica Lewinsky. As a result, Barry 
did not have this relevant information about these 100,000 e-mails when he testified to Congress. 

R emoved from Clinton-Gore White House Beeaase of Proi e ct-X Threats 
Steve Hawkins somehow found out that a major issue (the e-mail problem) was being kept secret 
from him. He pressured me and another female member of my staff to divulge the information 
about the secret project on which we had been working. He told us that unless we told him, we 
would be removed from our positions at the Clinton White House. He also told my other female 
staffer that would not have any job at ail if she didn’t tell him about the secret project. Lindsay 
and others on the Clinton White House staff who knew why I wasn't telling Hawkins about the e- 
mail problem never intervened with Hawkins to protect my job. For fear of going to jail, per 
Lindsay’s and others’ threats, I did not tell Hawkins about the e-mail problem. This led Hawkins 
to request that CEXEC remove me from my assignment at the Clinton White House. This was 
done and 1 left the Clinton White House in July, 1998. (I still remain employed with CEXEC.) 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Haas, did you have some comments that you’d 
like to make? 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Haas. Good morning. My name is Robert Haas. I was asked 
to come before you today to talk about what has been called the 
“Mail2 problem” at the White House. I do so voluntarily. 

I have worked at the Executive Office of the President for the 
past 9 years. I have worked for Northrop Grumman since Novem- 
ber 1997, when they were awarded the contract to provide com- 
puter information services at the White House complex. 

I am a Lotus Notes administrator. Lotus Notes is the e-mail sys- 
tem that is currently in use at the White House today. 

Northrop Grumman administers the records management system 
for certain agencies in the EOP. 

On June 15, 1998, I was called to a meeting in the office of Laura 
Crabtree, a civil servant for IS&T of the Office of Administration. 
During the first part of the meeting, Mark Lindsay was on a speak- 
er phone addressing the group, which included, in addition to my- 
self, Ms. Crabtree, John Spriggs, Sandy Golas, Yiman Salim, and 
Betty Lambuth. 

Mr. Lindsay told us that the discovery of the Mail2 problem was 
to be treated as top secret and that only Ms. Crabtree, Ada Posey, 
and Mr. Lindsay, himself, could authorize the group to talk to any- 
one else. 

Mr. Lindsay specifically told us not to talk to Steve Hawkins, the 
project manager for Northrop Grumman and our ultimate super- 
visor on the site. 

Mr. Lindsay hung up after about 5 minutes, and Ms. Crabtree 
told me that I could not tell even Ms. Virginia Apuzzo anything if 
she asked. 

In a somewhat flippant way, I asked what would happen if I did 
tell her or my wife, and Ms. Crabtree responded that there would 
be a jail cell with my name on it. 

Overall, my impression of the meeting with Ms. Crabtree and 
Mr. Lindsay was very serious about their warnings. I’m not a law- 
yer and did not know one way or the other whether there was any 
basis for their threats, but I did take to heart their instructions 
and tried to obey them carefully. 

This is a brief summary of my recollections of the discovery and 
the report of the Mail2 problem. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Haas. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Haas follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT HAAS 

Good morning. My name is Robert Haas. I was asked to come before 
you today to talk about what has been called the “Mail2 problem” at the 
White House. I do so voluntarily. 

I have worked at the Executive Office of the President (“EOP”) for 
the past ten years. I have worked for Northrop Grumman since November 
1997 when they were awarded the contract to provide computer information 
services for the EOP complex. I am a Lotus Notes Administrator. Lotus 
Notes is the e-mail system that is currently in use at the White House. 
Northrop Grumman administers the records management system for certain 
agencies within EOP. 

On June 12, 1998, in my capacity as a Lotus Notes Administrator, I 
was working with another employee when I discovered that a problem had 
occurred with the records management portion of the e-mail system for users 
on the Mail2 server. The problem had occurred in the system when the 
contractor that had preceded Northrop Grumman prepared a program to scan 
the mail servers that operate the e-mail system. The mail files of each of the 
people working for the White House are located on one of these servers. 
When we found that a problem existed, we began trying to identify the 
source of the problem. We found that a very technical programming mistake 
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had been made by a prior contractor having to do with upper and lower case 
letters. But because of this single mistake, e-mail coming into the Mail2 
server via the internet had not been records managed according to the 
procedures used for the other mail servers. The error we found in June 
1998, affected only e-mails that were inbound to the White House from the 
Internet to those users who were served by the Mail2 server. 

The programming error that caused the problem can be explained as 
follows: When the Mail2 server ID was created, the programmer created the 
ID using the word “mail” but using an uppercase “M” and lower case for the 
letters “a-i-1” in the title word. When the security group began registering 
the users on the Mail 2 server, their server entries were spelled using all 
UPPERCASE letters. This turned out to be a significant error because these 
particular systems were case sensitive, that is, the Mail2 server and the 
ARMS scanning process could not communicate with each other unless the 
server names match EXACTLY . Therefore, when ARMS tried to 
communicate with the Mail2 server, it did not recognize the server name. 

As a result, while it captured the e-mails coming into all other mail servers, 
it failed to capture the e-mails in the Mail2 server. 

On June 12, 1998, when I originally discovered the Mail2 problem, I 
immediately reported the problem to my direct supervisor, Betty Lambuth. 
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On June 15, 1998, 1 was called to a meeting in the office of Laura Crabtree, 
a civil servant for the Information Systems & Technology of the Office of 
Administration. During the first part of the meeting, Mark Lindsay was on a 
speakerphone addressing the group, which included in addition to Ms. 
Crabtree, John Spriggs, Sandy Golas, Yiman Salim, Betty Lambuth, and 
myself. Mr. Lindsay told us that the discovery of the Mail2 problem was to 
be treated as “top secret” and that only Ms. Crabtree, Ada Posey and Mr. 
Lindsay himself could authorize the group to talk to anyone else. 

Mr. Lindsay specifically told us not to tell Steve Hawkins, the project 
manager from Northrop Grumman and our group’s ultimate supervisor on 
site. Mr. Lindsay hung up after about five minutes, and Ms. Crabtree told 
me that I could not tell Ms. Appazo anything. In a somewhat flippant way I 
asked what would happen if I did tell her or my wife, and Ms. Crabtree 
responded that there would be a jail cell with my name on it. 

Overall, my impression of the meeting was that Ms. Crabtree and Mr. 
Lindsay were very serious about their warnings. I am not a lawyer and did 
not know one way or the other whether there was any basis for their 
warnings. But, I did take their instructions to heart and tried to follow their 
rules carefully. 
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That is a brief summary of my recollections of the discovery and 
report of the Mail2 problem, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Barry, did you have comments you’d like to 
make? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. I have a brief statement. 

Mr. Barry. Mr. Chairman, I want the committee’s record to show 
that I am Daniel A. Barry and I have been employed by the Execu- 
tive Office of the President/Office of Administration since June 
1992. My current title is deputy data center manager/electronics 
records manager, and I have responsibility for the records that are 
received by the automated records management system [ARMS], 
and for the overall system administration of ARMS. 

I am here today at the request of the chairman and would be 
pleased to answer any questions that you may have about the 
ARMS system. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Barry. 

Any others like to — yes, sir, Mr. Hawkins. 

Mr. Hawkins. Good morning, sir. 

My name is Steven Hawkins, former program manager for Nor- 
throp Grumman at EOP. 

I am here voluntarily before this committee to provide facts per- 
taining to this matter today. 

I wasn’t going to give an opening statement; however, I have to 
contradict several statements made. 

As a manager under the Government contract, we have strict 
rules of business etiquette to work by. Ms. Lambuth said she 
worked directly for Ms. Crabtree. That is incorrect. Her manager 
was Bob Whiteman. At no time was the records management group 
unmanaged during the tenure of Northrop Grumman. 

I would also like to say that Northrop Grumman employees were 
called to unauthorized meetings because of Ms. Lambuth. Repeat- 
edly during the time of employment at EOP, Ms. Lambuth was 
counseled by her manager, by me, and by her CEXEC management 
for failure to comply with management directives, and I find it ap- 
palling that she is trying to make allegations that Northrop Grum- 
man failed to manage the Notes group at any given time. They had 
strict supervision. Mr. Bob Whiteman was that manager. And 
throughout the contract, Mr. Whiteman and Ms. Lambuth were 
both counseled to make sure that they followed the terms and con- 
ditions of the Northrop Grumman contract with EOP. 

I had a lot of difficulty in that area, especially with Ms. Lambuth 
wanting to work very closely with Government employees and fail- 
ing to follow the Northrop Grumman program management’s direc- 
tions and the term and conditions of the contract. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Any other opening comments? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Burton. Well, then, I will start — I’m sorry, Mr. Spriggs, go 
ahead. You are welcome to make an opening comment. 

Mr. Spriggs. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John E. Spriggs, Jr. Since September 1996, I have worked 
on various contracts for the information systems and technology di- 
vision of the Office of Administration within the Executive Office 
of the President of the United States. Since December 1997, I have 
been employed by Logicon, a Northrop Grumman company, and 
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have served as a senior systems integration engineer on their Exec- 
utive Office of the President contract. 

The systems I helped maintain include but are not limited to a 
dozen or so EOP electronic mail gateways and mail servers, the 
EOP access verification systems, Internet e-mail servers for both 
the President and the First Lady. I maintained certain mail servers 
and gateways also for the Office of the Vice President, news wire 
servers for the White House Press Office and the EOP community, 
as well as three Lotus Notes records management servers. I appear 
voluntarily and have voluntarily testified before the Senate Gov- 
ernmental Affairs Committee on these topics. 

I do not have firsthand knowledge of all the facts in these mat- 
ters, and many aspects are technically complex and clouded by the 
passage of time and the intervention of other events. 

To the best of my knowledge, my actions and those of my col- 
leagues were properly supervised and directed. They were law- 
abiding and within the scope of the existing Logicon contract. 

The Executive Office of the President of the United States is, in- 
deed, a challenging place to work. I appreciate more than I can ex- 
press in my remarks the dedicated service that is rendered daily 
by the men and women who labor there, whether they are volun- 
teers, contractors, Civil Service employees, or Presidential ap- 
pointees. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee. 

Mr. Burton. Any other comments from any of the members of 
the 

Mr. Klayman. Yes, Your Honor. May I make a statement, insofar 
as my client was attacked, a brief statement of order? 

Mr. Burton. I understand. Legal counsel can only confer with 
their clients. We do appreciate your being here 

Mr. Klayman. But the point is that Northrop Grumman 

Mr. Burton. I understand, but she can speak for herself. 

Mr. Klayman. All right. I’ll let her speak for herself. 

Mr. Burton. You can make the comment. 

But let me, before we get into a discussion or a debate about 
that — we could get to that when I ask you questions, Ms. Lambuth, 
because I think we need to start the questioning now. 

Do you have a comment you’d like to make, Ms. Golas? 

Ms. Golas. My name is Sandra Golas. I am appearing here vol- 
untarily. 

I manage the VAX systems at EOP. I handle all the records man- 
agement applications on the back side. I don’t deal directly with 
Lotus Notes applications; however, I have been involved with the 
Mail2 issue, and I will answer any questions you have for me. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you very much. 

Any other comments? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Burton. If not, we’ll start the questioning. First of all, let 
me make a comment. I understand there may be some personality 
conflicts and some personnel conflicts and some disagreements on 
management, and that is not a major concern that I have as chair- 
man and I think as most Members have, and I’ll let them express 
themselves when they get to questions. 
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My big concern is we subpoenaed documents from the White 
House. The Justice Department subpoenaed documents from the 
White House, as did the independent counsel. These documents 
were important for a number of investigations — the so-called 
“Filegate” investigation, the travel office investigation, Waco, the 
campaign finance investigation. 

Now, this started, as I understand it, in September 1996, when 
there was a glitch in the computer operation. The big problem 
about the campaign finance investigation was going on at that 
time, because there were questions about campaign contributions 
coming in from China, Macau, Indonesia, Taiwan, Egypt, South 
America, and elsewhere, and so these e-mails could be very rel- 
evant to that investigation, as well as the other investigations. 

So I hope, during this conversation we’re going to have — and I 
hope it is more conversational and not acrimonious, because, obvi- 
ously, when you have a lot of people working in an office you do 
have these problems, even in my office, you know. I’m always right, 
the employees are always wrong, but that’s the way it goes. 

But the facts we want are these: when did you find out that 
there was a glitch? As I understand it, it was in 1998. There was 
a meeting called. And what I want to ask you — and my first ques- 
tion, and I would like to go right down the line, is: what happened 
at that meeting with Ms. Crabtree and Mr. Lindsay on the phone? 

So those who were at that meeting, the first question I want to 
ask you is — and I want your answer to be as succinct as possible — 
what do you recall happening. 

Mr. Haas, I think you have been pretty clear. We understand 
that you said that Mr. Lindsay was on the phone, he said this was 
top secret, and to keep your mouth shut about it. 

Now, during that time that he was on the phone, there was no 
threat made other than this was top secret and to be kept quiet; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct, by Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Burton. To your recollection. 

Mr. Haas. That is correct. 

Mr. Burton. Now, Ms. Crabtree, when you hung up the phone — 
when he hung up the phone, you said, “Well, what would happen 
if I told my wife or somebody else,” and she said? 

Mr. Haas. That there could possibly be a jail cell with my name 
on it. 

Mr. Burton. And you recall that vividly? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Now, who else was in that meeting? Ms. Golas, 
what do you recall about the meeting? 

Ms. Golas. Most of what Bob remembers. I remember the con- 
versation. Mr. Lindsay was called and put on the speaker phone, 
and I remember him talking to us and telling us it was very impor- 
tant that we didn’t take the information out of the room, that we 
shouldn’t discuss it with anyone. 

After the conversation, I don’t remember who said it, I do re- 
member the word “jail” being used, because I later relayed that 
same statement to Steve. 

Mr. Burton. When you relayed that to Steve, Mr. Hawkins, tell 
me how you relayed it. 
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Ms. Golas. Well, he was trying to get me to tell him what I was 
working on, and I was standing behind the table, and he said, 
“You’re bordering on being insubordinate,” and I said, “If it’s a 
choice of being insubordinate or going to jail, I guess I’ll have to 
be insubordinate.” 

Mr. Burton. So you did feel a threat? 

Ms. Golas. Somewhat, yes. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Who else was in the meeting? Ms. Salim, what 
do you recall? 

Ms. Salim. I recall going into Laura Crabtree’s office and being 
told — Laura basically told us that she had reported this problem to 
Mr. Mark Lindsay and to the director of OE at the time, Ada 
Posey, and she told us that so far only them three and us knew 
about this problem, and she asked us — I remember very clearly 
and vividly her telling us not to discuss this problem with anyone, 
to include our families and spouses, which at that point that’s what 
I found a little bit strange, which being, you know, being told not 
to discuss this issue with anyone. 

I remember it being very serious. They told us it was a sensitive 
matter. 

Basically, my understanding was that we weren’t to discuss this 
problem with anyone, but my real understanding was that they 
would — until they could manage the situation — this was my under- 
standing — that they would appreciate from us not to discuss this 
with anyone, and my feeling was that, until they could — until this 
could be managed or they could manage the situation. 

Mr. Burton. But they did ask you to — they indicated it was top 
secret. And did you feel threatened? 

Ms. Salim. I did not feel threatened. I did not feel personally 
threatened by this. And I didn’t 

Mr. Burton. Did they tell you it was top secret and to keep it 
quite? 

Ms. Salim. I don’t remember the word “top secret.” I don’t recall 
the word “top secret.” What I do recall is being told that this is a 
sensitive matter, and to keep it confidential, basically not to dis- 
cuss it with anyone. 

Mr. Burton. Including your husband or anybody? 

Ms. Salim. Correct. 

Mr. Burton. So they did ask you not to even tell your spouse or 
anyone? 

Ms. Salim. Correct. 

Mr. Burton. OK. So they did want you to keep a lid on it? 

Ms. Salim. Correct. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Ms. Lambuth. Or Mr. Spriggs. We’ll just go right down the line. 

Mr. Spriggs. 

Mr. Spriggs. Yes, I was there. Similar to Yiman, I did not hear 
the word “jail.” In the reference to not telling your family, your 
wife, your spouse, my attention picked up more on that, more of 
a concern about not talking about that with my wife. 

Another reference to — we typically have a lot of hallway con- 
versations. There are always people that are around that come 
through our office. So, again, Ms. Crabtree was specific about hall- 
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way conversations, keeping those under control, don’t talk about 
this, as well. 

But, again, no — I don’t specifically remember a reference to jail, 
either. 

Mr. Burton. Well, but you do recall — and I don’t want to put 
words in your mouth, but you do recall that they said this is some- 
thing that is very sensitive, should be kept secret, and don’t even 
talk to your spouse about it? 

Mr. Spriggs. That’s correct. Again, I — not the word “top secret,” 
which you characterized or someone characterized. Much more like 
what Yiman was saying, and my remembrance was extremely sen- 
sitive. It was, “Keep a lid on it until we find out more about this.” 

The major thrust, from my point of view, was that there was a 
point of contact or points of contact that were specifically men- 
tioned to us. Any information that we were to get or give to the 
Government was to be done through Betty Lambuth and Laura 
Crabtree; that any instructions that we were to receive would come 
through Laura and Betty to us. So that was our clear, if you would, 
line of authority, as far as we knew. And again, the specific ref- 
erence to Steve Hawkins and also to Jim Wright were made, so 
there was no 

Mr. Burton. They didn’t want Mr. Hawkins or Mr. Wright to 
know about it? 

Mr. Spriggs. That’s correct. Specifically, those people they did 
not want us to talk to about it, so the names were specifically men- 
tioned. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, from those of you who answered so far, 
you are pretty consistent. They wanted you to keep this very quiet. 
There’s some difference as to whether or not there was a threat of 
jail. Some of you remember it, some of you don’t. There is also 
some question about the word “secret.” But I think all of you had 
the same impression: this was very sensitive and you were sup- 
posed to keep it quiet; is that correct? 

[Witnesses respond in the affirmative.] 

Mr. Burton. OK. They’ve all answered in the affirmative. 

Ms. Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Pull the microphone close to you, please. 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, I obviously had more meetings on this whole 
issue than the rest of my staff did in informing, and I apologize if 
I said that Laura was my direct supervisor. What I meant to say 
was she was my direct Government supervisor. 

Mr. Burton. What we’re really interested in, Ms. Lambuth, is 
what went on in that meeting, what went on in the conversations 
between you and Ms. Crabtree and Mr. Lindsay. Those are the 
things that are so relevant to what we want to find out, because 
those documents had been subpoenaed by several agencies of the 
Government. They were obligated to give them to us, and keeping 
them quiet is very serious, so we need to know what was said by 
Ms. Crabtree and Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Lambuth. Right. OK. I apologize, but what I was trying to 
say was I had more than the one conversation that my staff was 
in, so some of this is going to mold in together. 

Mr. Burton. Sure. 
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Ms. Lambuth. But I was told by a couple of different people that 
we were not to talk to anyone. The names of Steve, the COTR, Jim 
Wright, were mentioned. We were not to talk to our spouses, any- 
one other than those of us that already knew about this particular 
project, and then anyone else that they gave us permission to talk 
to. 

They did tell me that if any of us did talk about this, they basi- 
cally threatened us that my staff would be fired, would go to jail, 
would be arrested and go to jail, and that was made very clear 
more than one time. 

Mr. Burton. By whom? 

Ms. Lambuth. Laura Crabtree relayed it first as being said by 
Mark Lindsay. That afternoon when I went up, or evening, when 
I went up and talked to Mark Lindsay, Paulette Cichon was there. 
Mr. Lindsay reiterated the same thing that I had been told by 
Laura Crabtree, so I was told by Laura for Mr. Lindsay and then 
by Mr. Lindsay, himself. 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you this, now. As I understand it, a 
number of you — maybe all of you — met at a park and talked about 
these issues, or met at — what was that, Starbuck’s? 

Ms. Lambuth. Starbuck’s. 

Mr. Burton. Is this a commercial for Starbuck’s? [Laughter.] 

Met at Starbuck’s and talked about this. How many of you met 
at those different meetings? Can you hold your hands up? 

[Show of hands.] 

Mr. Burton. So all of you that were involved in the meeting. 
Why did you feel — and any one of you can answer. We’ll let each 
one of you answer — why did you feel it was important to meet out- 
side the White House to discuss these things at either the park or 
Starbuck’s? And you can just go right down the line. Make your 
comments as brief as possible. 

Mr. Spriggs. Again, we’re talking in the June timeframe, so 
there were basically — there’s a lot going on at the Executive Office 
of the President. There are — with the office arrangement that we 
have, it is quite easy for people to be overhearing conversations. 
My office is very much of a central place, if you would, for people 
to come to. As I said in my opening statements, I’m responsible for 
a lot of different things, so people are always coming around me 
and my colleagues. 

So if we’re going to talk about this stuff and keep it under wraps, 
then we have to be careful as to where we are. Ms. Lambuth’s of- 
fice was quite small. Even closing the door, we get into rather ani- 
mated discussions at times, and so it became obvious that we need- 
ed to get to a place where we could talk about this. 

Given that it was nice outside, there were opportunities for us 
to go out to the park — only once, I believe it was, maybe twice. 

The question of Starbuck’s, my colleagues, particularly Ms. 
Lambuth at the time, drank Starbuck’s coffee and she liked to go 
over there and get it. I’m a McDonald’s person, if I’m going to get 
my plug in here. [Laughter.] 

So I would go over to McDonald’s and get my soda. And so we 
would talk about this, again trying to keep some level head about 
all of this getting away from the hubbub of activity that we have 
within the office. 
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Mr. Burton. But the point is that you felt it was necessary to 
go to some place private because of the level of concern that was 
expressed to you by Ms. Crabtree and Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Spriggs. That’s correct. To amplify it just a little bit more, 
there were actually meetings where we would go to the second floor 
of the new Executive Office Building. That room is — it’s a very 
large room for divisional parties or presentations by the divisional 
chief, or whatever. We would actually go to that room. We would 
know basically who was there. We would be able to talk openly. It 
was a large enough room that, again, just the team of people being 
there. So we felt fairly comfortable that we were keeping to the as- 
signment, which was to keep it under wraps and like that. 

Mr. Burton. I think that — is that pretty much what all of you 
recollect? Ms. Crabtree, do you recollect any more — or Ms. 
Lambuth, I’m sorry, do you recollect any more? 

Ms. Lambuth. No. 

Mr. Burton. That’s pretty much it? 

Ms. Lambuth. That’s basically it. When we would meet on the 
second floor, sometimes, because the smoking area was on the bal- 
cony outside, we had a lot of people staring in, and Jim Wright 
happened to be one of those people that would look at us with 
questioning eyes at some times, so we felt a little bit better going 
off premise. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Mr. Hawkins, I understand that you’re one of 
the most senior Northrop Grumman employees that were onsite. 
When did you first become aware of this situation? 

Mr. Hawkins. It was the — in June/July timeframe. 

Mr. Burton. Of? June or July of? 

Mr. Hawkins. 1998. 

Mr. Burton. 1998. 

Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Jim Wright, the COTR — contracting officer’s 
technical representative — the person who could authorize Northrop 
Grumman to work on EOP. He came to my office extremely dis- 
pleased, and after 2 or 3 minutes of peeling him off the ceiling, be- 
cause he said that Northrop Grumman employees were working 
out of the scope of the contract, I got him to calm down, and then 
he gave me the fact that he walked in Ms. Golas’ office, and she 
basically said that she couldn’t tell Mr. Wright what she was work- 
ing on, and he felt that that was inappropriate, and he also felt 
that it was a violation of our contract. Therefore, he asked me to 
investigate, and I told him I would. 

That was the first time. 

Mr. Burton. Did — I’m going to yield to my colleague here in just 
a minute, but did — when did you find out that they felt like this 
was something — some felt that they were threatened and some felt 
like that they had to keep a lid on this because there might be re- 
percussions? 

Mr. Hawkins. Well, once I asked Ms. Golas to come to my office, 
she was very nervous, to say the least, very fidgety. And when I 
asked her what she was working on, she just totally came unglued 
and told me that it was basically none of my concern. I said, “Well, 
you’ve told that to Jim, now you’ve told that to me, and that’s pret- 
ty serious in the government contracting world, that — being cited 
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for working outside the scope of the contract. I needed to have that 
information.” 

Well, I gave Ms. Golas 30 minutes to go back to her office, think 
about her position. I did tell her the consequences would be insub- 
ordination. 

Within a short period after she left my office, the three individ- 
uals being Sandy, Bob Haas, and John Spriggs, came to my office. 
And that’s when I first knew that there was a problem. They felt 
very uncomfortable talking about it, Bob more so, saying that he 
was threatened. 

Mr. Burton. Could you use their last names, because 

Mr. Hawkins. Excuse me. Bob Haas. 

Mr. Burton. Bob Haas? OK. 

Mr. Hawkins. Felt that he was very threatened with what had 
gone on. Mr. Spriggs, being very calm, he said he was concerned. 

All three employees I would characterize as being extremely 
nervous in the situation. 

At that time, they requested that they seek legal counsel from 
Northrop Grumman, which we did, and 

Mr. Burton. OK. I think that pretty much answers where we 
are. 

Mr. LaTourette, I’ll yield you the balance of my time. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to reiterate, first of all, the chairman’s remarks that how 
pleased I think everyone on the committee is that so many of you 
came voluntarily to this hearing. 

I was at a meeting yesterday with Senator John McCain, who 
until recently was running for President, and he was making some 
observations. As you know, he is a champion of campaign finance 
reform, and he was making some observations that he was glad 
that the Vice President of the United States, Mr. Gore, was now 
a discipline of campaign financing reform and has learned his les- 
sons from experiences that occurred out of the Buddhist Temple 
fundraiser in California. 

But he went on to say — and something that struck me — was that 
in order to prove that reformation, perhaps the Vice President 
should call for a complete independent review of the campaign 
fundraising abuses of the 1996 election season. 

The word “independent” struck me, because in this case the sub- 
ject of this hearing — as the chairman said, you had the Justice De- 
partment on both sides of the issue. They should be interested in 
these e-mails on the basis of all of the subpoenas that went to the 
White House, but they are also defending in civil litigation against 
the production of these e-mails. 

So, since that request hasn’t been forthcoming, this committee 
and other committees of the Congress, we sort of slog along, and 
we don’t always get the best reputation, and the reason for that is 
that people come before the committee and they supply information 
to the committee about what they’ve seen or what they’ve heard or 
what they’ve experienced. We schedule a hearing. The chairman 
usually lays out in his opening remarks what the hearing is going 
to be about, and then the hearings don’t always live up to their ex- 
pectations because people leave the country, some people die, 
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records disappear, and a couple years later they show up on coffee 
tables in people’s houses and we can’t figure out how that happens. 

And then that invariably leads the members of the minority, par- 
ticularly our distinguished ranking member, to say something like, 
“Here we go again.” And my favorite in the last couple of areas was 
something along the line that the chairman was wrong that Mr. 
Wang said about Mr. Huang, just because of its alliterative quality, 
if nothing else. 

And so I’m glad you are all here, but there are some discrep- 
ancies in what it is you’ve presented to us. I would like to start 
with those, and, Ms. Lambuth, I’d like to start with you. 

I have been supplied with a — I believe, an affidavit that you’ve 
executed, and I want to read you a couple of paragraphs and see 
if you still affirm to that today, and then it involves a couple of 
your cohorts here, Mr. Haas and Mr. Barry, in particular. 

I’d like to read you this paragraph. “A contractor from Northrop 
Grumman, whom I supervised and who examined this group of e- 
mails, told me the e-mails contained information relating to 
Filegate, concerning Monica Lewinsky, the sale of Clinton Com- 
merce Department trade mission seats in exchange for campaign 
contribution, and Vice President A1 Gore’s involvement in cam- 
paign fundraising controversies.” 

Did you attest to that under oath somewhere? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. And do you still stand by that today? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, I do. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And the contractor for NG that you super- 
vised, is that Mr. Haas? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. Mr. Haas, after this Mail2 problem was deter- 
mined — and, basically, as I understand it, a server was off-line and 
not being subject to capture in the ARMS system; is that — so e- 
mails coming into the White House weren’t being captured by the 
ARMS system on this mislabeled, or you had small type mailed to 
as opposed to 

Ms. Lambuth. That’s a simplistic 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, I’m a simplistic kind of guy, and so 
you’re going to have to bear with me. 

So was Mr. Haas tasked with the responsibility, after this prob- 
lem was discovered, of performing a manual search of these tapes? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. He was actually tasked with a couple of dif- 
ferent things. One thing was we were trying to determine the num- 
ber of messages that were involved and how much time was going 
to be required to do that. 

The other thing that we had to try to figure out was, since we 
were being — in this contract we were supposed to support all mes- 
saging, all of the ARMS, etc., plus some other duties that Bob had, 
that how much time this would take so that taking him away from 
some of the other duties — who we could transfer those to, amount 
of time, etc. But yes, he did do some searches. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. But my specific question has to do with: 
is it your recollection that you were informed by Mr. Haas that the 
e-mails contained in these misdirected Mail2 servers contained in- 
formation or e-mails or documents relating to all of these 
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Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. Ongoing investigations of the U.S. 
Congress. 

Mr. Haas, I turn to you now, sir. Did you have a responsibility 
to go through and search the backup tapes that have become the 
subject of this hearing? 

Mr. Haas. First of all, let me make it clear I have nothing to do 
with the backup tapes. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Haas. I believe what Ms. Lambuth is referring to me search- 
ing was the mail servers and the current mail files that existed on 
those servers at that time. 

I was charged with one task of finding all the iterations of people 
that had not been managed during that period of time, once we fig- 
ured out what the failure was. 

And, upon doing that, I was to open every mail file, go to a par- 
ticular view which held those documents in a single view, write 
down account, and try to find the date of the oldest document in 
each person’s and present that list. It was a list of some 525 mail 
files that were involved at that time. 

Shortly after I got in the middle of this — it was taking several 
weeks to go through, because I was manually doing it with my eyes 
and my fingers — I was asked to look in a couple of specific mail 
files for particularly Monica Lewinsky was the sender. And upon 
finding 

Mr. LaTourette. Who gave you that instruction? 

Mr. Haas. Every instruction I ever received was from Betty 
Lambuth. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Haas. That was the agreement. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Haas. Anyway, I found a large cache of documents in one 
mail file, and I think four documents in another mail file. I then 
notified her of that. 

At no time, other than I was asked to test two documents from 
the Monica Lewinsky cache to verify that the anomaly Mr. Barry 
had reported during the original Monica search — he stated he saw 
incoming — it appeared to be a conversation, but they only had the 
one half of it. So we took a trial time. They could tell me exact time 
of day on a particular day, and I looked in that cache and found 
the corresponding replies outbound — I mean, sorry, we had the 
outbounds but not the inbound. And I found the corresponding. 

So I looked at two documents of the Monica Lewinsky, just to 
verify there was a conversation going on and here was the other 
half. 

At no time did I look at any other documents in any other mail 
files, nor have I ever mentioned that there was any involvement 
with Filegate or any other document. It is my practice, as a sys- 
tems administrator there, to never read the mail from other people 
because it is detrimental to my job, my sanity, if you will, to do 
that type of activity, and it’s not within the guidelines of my job 
to do. I don’t need to read your mail to fix your mail file. 

Mr. LaTourette. I would hope not. 
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And so, Ms. Lambuth, that conflicts with your recollection of the 
events? Is that a fair observation? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, that does conflict. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Going back to you, Ms. Lambuth 

Mr. Burton. Can I followup just 1 second. 

Ms. Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Can you elaborate for Mr. LaTourette and the com- 
mittee exactly what made you believe that there were sale of trade 
mission seats that the Vice President was involved in, campaign 
fundraising, and so forth? Can you get into that in some detail, as 
quickly as you can? Because if there is a conflict here, we need to 
resolve it. We need to find out, you know, if somebody is either mis- 
informed or has forgotten. 

Ms. Lambuth. Right. 

First of all, Bob is right. We do not read anybody’s e-mail mes- 
sage. I want that on the record. But we do find certain information 
when we do searches. And there are other people that basically 
were also told that there were records with Filegate, the trade mis- 
sion seats, Vice President Gore’s, etc., but — and Monica Lewinsky. 
And Bob was asked to search at one time specifically for Monica 
Lewinsky. 

To the best of my knowledge, as I reported before, I was told that 
there were e-mails in there that was not only from Monica 
Lewinsky, but the trade, the campaign contributions, and various 
other things. And we — this can also be verified by Ms. Hall, and 
Ms. Hall is here in the room — that she was also told this. 

Mr. Burton. I’ll let Mr. LaTourette 

Mr. LaTourette. If I can. I mean, we talked to Mr. Haas. He’s 
here. So where else did this information come to you that you’re 
now describing for us? How do you know this to be so? In other 
words, what you’re telling us and what you’ve sworn to in an affi- 
davit under oath, how do you know this to be so? 

Ms. Lambuth. To the best of my recollection, this is what I was 
told. 

Mr. LaTourette. By? 

Ms. Lambuth. By Mr. Haas. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. I then want to go to another paragraph 
in your affidavit, and that is that, “The Clinton White House con- 
sidered but did not call Daniel A. Barry — ” and that’s the gen- 
tleman almost at the end of the table. 

Ms. Lambuth. Correct. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. “Back from vacation to talk to him 
about Project X.” 

This was called “Project X,” I guess, at some time? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, It was. 

Mr. LaTourette. And then the Mail2 server reconstruction 
project was called “Project X?” Is that a fair statement? 

Ms. Lambuth. This whole mail issue was Project X. 

Mr. LaTourette. All right. And, specifically, there was a discus- 
sion to maybe call him back from vacation, because he was antici- 
pated to be giving testimony or deposition for somebody — Congress 
or somebody else 
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Ms. Lambuth. Right. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. But they decided against that? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. We were — it did come up in the conversation. 
The Government 

Mr. LaTourette. With who, if you could, just so we know who — 
what conversation did it come up with? Who was doing the talking? 
Were you there? 

Ms. Lambuth. I was there. 

Mr. LaTourette. And who was talking? 

Ms. Lambuth. And Ms. Crabtree. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Ms. Lambuth. I do not remember whether Mr. Lindsay was 
there or not on this particular one, but there was another Govern- 
ment official there. And there was some discussion about whether 
they should get Mr. Barry back off of vacation, because he was 
going forth to do testimony — and what I was told or what I heard 
was congressional testimony — relating to ARMS. And they didn’t 
know whether to get him back, inform him of what had been dis- 
covered or not, and they would come up with a decision on that. 

It was later told to me that they, in fact, chose not to tell Mr. 
Barry. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And you go on to say that, “As a result, 
Mr. Barry did not have relevant information about the missing e- 
mails whenever he presented testimony to whomever he was ” 

Ms. Lambuth. That’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. That’s your belief? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. Mr. Barry, let me turn now to you. 

I have a declaration that you gave, apparently in a civil action 
called “Alexander v. the FBI, et al.,” and that declaration is dated 
and signed by you on July 9, 1999. Do you recall giving such testi- 
mony or such a declaration? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, I do. 

Mr. LaTourette. And, specifically, you were being asked to give 
information because you are the computer specialist in the EOP 
that has — are you the supervisor of the automated retrieval system 
or the ARMS program? 

Mr. Barry. I’m the program manager of the ARMS system. 

Mr. LaTourette. And, specifically, in paragraph four — and it’s 
marked exhibit 56. I don’t know if you have that with you, but 
would you like a copy of it? 

[Exhibit 56 follows:] 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


) 

CARA LESLIE ALEXANDER, St si, ) 

) 

Plaintiffs, ) 

) 

v ) 

) Civil Action Ncs, 

) 96-2123/97-1288 (R.CL) 

) 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF ) 

INVESTIGATION, £lsl ) CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS 

) 

Defendants. ) 



I, Daniel a. Barry, for my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, depose and state as 
follows: 

1. My name is Daniel A Barry. I am employed as a Computer Specialist by die 
Executive Office of the President ("EOP' 1 ), Office of Administration, Information Systems & 
Technology Division fTS&T"). I have held this position since Jugs 1992. My current 
responsibilities include electronic records management projects and BOP's Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS). Previously, my responsibilities included maintenance and 
implementation of EOFs former electronic mail ("e-mail'*) system, ALL-IN- 1. 

2. I previously provided declarations in this litigation dated March 4, 1998, and March 
30, 1998, and testified at a deposition on June 1 1, 1998. 

3. I have personal knowledge of the matters attested to herein. 

4. Since July 1 4, 1 994, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the Office of 
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Administration Has been archived in the EQP Automated Records Management System (ARMS). 
With this current system, this e-mail is susceptible to being ward-searched for a single character 
string (e.g., "FBI" or "FBI files”) or a multiple character string ("and” end "ox" searches) found 
on any one line of text 

5. There is an ongoing restoration and reconstruction process for backed-up, pre-July 
14, 1994 e-mail. That process, which 1 described in my March 4, 1998 declaration, is nearly 
complete. Backed-up e-mail for all months between November 1992 and July 1994 has now 
been restored and reconstructed, with the exception of backed-up e-mail for the months of 
February 1993, and March 1993. Restoration and reconstruction of backed-up e-mail for the 
months of February 1 993 and March 1 993 is expected to be complete by mid- August 1999. As a 
result of the restoration process, pre-July 14, 1994 e-mail can be searched in same mannw as 
described in paragraph A, above. 

6. I have reviewed the request of plaintiffs for a search of e-mail (attached). That 
request lists 30 individuals whose e-mail should be searched, as well as "all past and present 
members of Mrs. Clinton's staff, and all those who worked at the OPS during the Clinton 
Administration." It further requests that all such e-mail he searched for 36 listed words and 
phrases. 

7. As explained below, I have estimated the time and cost involved in accomplishing 
the search proposed by plaintifls of e-mail that is now searchable on-line for all the months 
beweai January 1993 and June 1999 as $687,180, 702 hours of personnel time, and 1092 
computer processing ("central processing unit" or "CPU") hours. 

8. In arriving at this estimate, I have made certain assumptions: (1) that only records of 

2 
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the White House Office will be searched; (2) that I would be provided a list of ” all past and 
present members of Mrs. Clinton's siaffi, and all those who worked al the OPS during the Clinton. 
Administration," and that the list of such names would be no more than 1 0 individuals; and (3) 
that plaintiffs* list of individuals means a search of all e-mail seat to or from such individuals 
(including "cc’' and "bee:"). 

9. In order to conduct the search requested by plaintiffs, a computer specialist would 
spend approximately four hours setting up the search request. For the purposes of conducting e- 
rcail searches, our office typically estimates that an hour of a specialist’s time costs $40. 
Accordingly, the cost of the initial set-up would be approximately SI 60. 

10. After the initial set-up, the search would involve several steps. The estimated cost 
and time for searching the e-mail from a single month are described below. The actual costs will 
vary depending on the volume of e-mail retrieved, as well as the volume of e-mail in a given 
month. 

(a) A computer specialist would search the e-mail for the 36 words and phrases listed by 
plaintiffs- A search for the 36 words and phrases proposed by p laintiff; would take 
approximately four (4) CPU hours. For the purpose of conducting e-mail searches, cur office 
typically ssnmates that one CPU hour costs $600. Accordingly, the estimated cost of such 
computer usage for searching the words and phrases requested would be approximately 52400- 

(b) A computer specialist would then set-up the next phase of the search by individual. 

This set-up for the next phase would take approximately one (l) hour of a specialist's time, and 
cost, $40. This is in addition to the initial set-up time described in paragraph 9. 

(c) A computer specialist would then search the e-mail recovered from the first step (of 
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the 36 words and phrases) for ail e-mail lo and from the approximately forty individuals 
identified This step would take approximately 10 CPU hours and cost approximately $6000. 

(d) Lastly, the results would be printed. Since the proposed search, includes such common 
terras as n updaie" and “Clinton,’' 1 would anticipate that a significant amount of e-mail would be 
recovered and printed. Although foe actual cost will vary depending on The volume of e-mail 
retrieved and the volume of e-mail in a given month, I estimate that it would take approximately 
eight (8) hours and $320 to print the results, yielding approximately 44,000 pages or 8 boxes. 

11. In addition, I estimate foe miscellaneous costs of doing such a search — e.g., the 
paper, ink, etc. — as approximately $50. 

12. Aside from the initial fixed set-up costs, foe above estimates of $8810 and nine (9) 
hours and 14 CPU hours are fox searching the e-mail of a single month. That estimate would 
need to be multiplied by 78 if ail e-mail for the months of January 1 993 through June 1 999 were 
searched. Accordingly, the estimated total cost if ail e-mail for January 1993 through June 1999 
were searched for the terms and individuals proposed by plaintiffs would be 5687,180, 702 hours 
of personnel time, and 1 092 CPU hours. 

13. The two types of tape drives used to read foe EBM 3480 cartridge tapes are (1) 

Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TA90E, and (2) Digital Equipment Carp. (Compaq) TKZ61. 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct 

Executed on ^ of 1 999- 

STPJ , 4 - 32 -^ . 

Daniel A. Barry ^ 
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Mr. Barry. Yes, please. 

Mr. LaTourette. I don’t want to trick you. 

Could somebody give him exhibit 56? 

Let me read you paragraph four, and then, if you need to see the 
thing, we’ll just take a minute and you can answer the question. 
But in paragraph four, as I reviewed it, it looks like you were giv- 
ing testimony in a U.S. district court for the District of Columbia 
relative to the ARMS system and the retrieval of and reconstruc- 
tion of e-mails, but nowhere in there, at least on July 9, 1999, do 
you talk about the fact that there is this whole body on the Mail2 
server that is out there. 

I suppose, in this lawsuit, you are being asked — I think this is 
the Filegate lawsuit, if I remember correctly 

Mr. Barry. I believe that’s correct. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. But let me — can somebody take him my 
copy, maybe, so we don’t waste so much time? Thank you. 

I was referring to paragraph four, which is a specific reference 
to the ARMS system and the reconstruction of e-mails. Were you 
aware in July 1999 of this file — or this Project X or the fact that 
we had a problem with the Mail2 server? I assume you were, since 
you found that 

Mr. Barry. Yes, I was. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Why is it, then, that, in response to — were 
you subpoenaed in this proceeding to give a declaration? 

Mr. Barry. Actually, I’m not sure. I don’t know if I was or not. 

Mr. LaTourette. But, regardless, you gave testimony under 
oath 

Mr. Barry. Right. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. In lieu of showing up, I guess. 
And I would assume that the inquiry was whether or not — well, it 
has to do with the Filegate, that whole business about were FBI 
files from former Bush White House employees were ordered up by 
a bar bouncer from Pittsburgh, but nobody ever looked at them be- 
cause they were kept in the refrigerator, or whatever — there was 
testimony. 

But I assume that the question was whether or not there were 
any missing e-mails in the ARMS system or any records of the 
EOP that could be retrieved relative to that issue. Isn’t that what 
they were asking you about? 

Mr. Barry. No. I don’t think so. My whole involvement with the 
Alexander case, which is what I had known it as — where I had 
given — actually, this is the third declaration that I had given in 
this case, and I gave a deposition in this case, as well. 

To me, the questions that I was being asked and the declarations 
that I was giving have all got to do with searching of e-mail, what 
was searchable, how it could be searched, how long it would take 
to search it, that type of thing, and particularly ARMS system. It 
all focused on the ARMS system, because that’s what I do. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Barry. And it also — it focused around the reconstruction 
project, which had to do with reconstructing e-mail from the system 
that we had prior to the ARMS system going on line, which was 
the all-in-one system, and I was the project manager on that recon- 
struction project, as well. 



57 


And so, to me, my involvement, like I said, was, you know, how 
difficult it is to search, how searches can be conducted, how long 
it takes, what kind of searches we can do, and a status report on 
the reconstruction effort. That was all it had to do with, my in- 
volvement. 

Mr. Burton. My time is expired. We’ll get you some more time 
later. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

The origin of this hearing seems to have been a February 15, 
2000, story in the Washington Times. The headline in the story is, 
“White House accused of cover-up.” The first paragraph reads as 
follows: “The White House hid thousands of e-mails containing in- 
formation on Filegate, Chinagate, campaign finance abuses, and 
Monica Lewinsky, all of which were under subpoena by a Federal 
Grand Jury and three Congressional committees, a former White 
House computer manager says.” 

That’s the opening paragraph. It’s a powerful accusation. And I 
want to begin my questioning by asking some questions about this 
accusation. 

The issue we are examining today involves what happened to a 
subset of White House e-mails. As I understand it, during a 2-year 
period, from 1996 to 1998, e-mails that were sent to the White 
House or about 500 White House employees from individuals out- 
side the White House were not captured by the White House data 
retrieval system, called ARMS. Apparently, this was caused by a 
technical defect in the ARMS-Lotus interface in the White House 
computer system. 

So my first question is whether anyone on this panel thinks that 
the White House deliberately designed the ARMS-Lotus interface 
so that incoming e-mails would not be captured. 

Mr. Barry, let’s start with you. Let’s hear from 
swer to this question. 

Mr. Barry. I’m not sure what the question is. 

Mr. Waxman. My question is, do you think the 
liberately caused the computer problem? And did 
deliberately design the ARMS-Lotus interface so 
mails wouldn’t be captured? 

Mr. Barry. No. No to both. My opinion is no. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Hawkins. 

Mr. Hawkins. I have no comment on that. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Ms. Golas. 

Ms. Golas. I don’t believe so, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Mr. Haas. 

Mr. Haas. No. I don’t believe so, either. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Salim. 

Ms. Salim. No, sir. I don’t believe so. And I would like to add 
something to the fact. The root of the problem was on the ARMS 
scanner scanning process. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me interrupt you, because I’m going to get to 
those things, but I just want to get certain points responded to. 


everybody in an- 


White House de- 
the White House 
that incoming e- 
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Do you think the White House caused this problem, and did they 
design the system so that they wouldn’t be able to retrieve some 
of these e-mails? 

Ms. Salim. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Mr. Spriggs. 

Mr. Spriggs. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. I don’t think there’s any way to really know that. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, do you know whether the White House de- 
signed the ARMS-Lotus interface? 

Ms. Lambuth. That was before I was there. I don’t know. 

Mr. Waxman. So you don’t know one way or the other? 

Ms. Lambuth. Right. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. I’d like to know your understanding about this 
computer problem, whether it was caused by private contractors or 
the White House. 

Mr. Barry. 

Mr. Barry. Well, I don’t think it was deliberately caused by any- 
body. It was 

Mr. Waxman. Nobody seems to say that it was deliberately 
caused by — well, I asked about the White House, and nobody on 
this panel said they thought the White House deliberately caused 
it. 

Now, there was a computer problem. It was caused by some- 
thing — an error, or maybe something intentional. If it wasn’t 
caused by the White House, was it caused by private contractors? 

Mr. Barry. Well, the Notes-ARMS interface was developed by a 
Government contractor. It was not developed by Government staff, 
to the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, in a cover-up, people usually try to destroy 
incriminating evidence. 

Mr. Barry, were you ever directed to destroy any of the missing 
e-mails by anyone at the White House? 

Mr. Barry. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Salim, were you ever directed to destroy any 
of the e-mails? 

Ms. Salim. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. What about — did anybody on the panel want to tell 
us that they were instructed to destroy the e-mails? 

[No response.] 

Mr. Waxman. The panel seems to all be shaking their head in 
the negative. 

In fact, I understand the 

Mr. Klayman. Mr. Waxman, please listen to my client. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Lambuth, do you have some — were you ever 
directed to destroy any e-mails? 

Ms. Lambuth. No, I was never directed to destroy e-mails, but 
I know that there were 6 months of the e-mails — backup on the e- 
mails that were overwritten. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Now, in fact, I understand that not only were 
none of you directed to destroy e-mails, but in 1998 Northrop 
Grumman was directed to make backup copies of all the e-mails so 
that they would be preserved. 

Mr. Barry, can you describe how this occurred? 
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Mr. Barry. Well, I’m not really sure what incident you’re refer- 
ring to, but there are backup tapes of all of the mail servers for 
some period of time. Nobody is really sure what the period of time 
is or what exactly the tape situation is because an inventory has 
to be done of the tapes. 

Mr. Waxman. But is it accurate to say that Northrop Grumman 
was directed to make backup copies of all the e-mails so that they 
would be preserved? 

Mr. Barry. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Waxman. Does anybody know the answer to that? Mr. Haas? 

Mr. Haas. The only backup that I — that was directed to Nor- 
throp Grumman that I’m aware of outside of the normal daily 
backup that’s run in an automatic format was prior to us, as we 
refer to “stopping the bleeding,” when we set the switches back on 
e-mail so we could start capturing e-mail properly again. We made 
a specific backup of all the mail servers for the purpose of preserv- 
ing the way it was before we set the switches so we could get back 
into the ARMS business, if you will, 5 minutes after that was done. 
That was the only specifically backups that were ordered to be 
done, and they’re done by a server group, none of which are 
present today. 

Mr. Waxman. So once somebody found out there was a problem, 
you were told to see if you could do a backup system to correct the 
problem? 

Mr. Haas. It’s not a backup of the mails, it’s a computer-based 
backup where you just back up the whole disk drive in case of cata- 
strophic events you can restore. We did not back up mail in the 
sense of mail messages. We backed up the computer disk drives 
that the mail is on. 

But, again, that was a specific incident that was done as a pre- 
servative to the information so that we could go on and reset and 
start doing ARMS properly after we had — so we’re preserving that. 
That’s two specific sets of tapes that were set aside as part of that 
inventory they refer to. Any other backups are on a normally, daily 
basis, and whether they passed or failed successfully, I have no 
idea. 

Mr. Waxman. Although it appears evident from all your testi- 
mony that the White House didn’t cause the e-mail problem, and 
no one has said that the White House sought to destroy any e- 
mails, there was a problem with the ARMS-Lotus interface that 
may have resulted in e-mails not being provided to congressional 
and Federal investigators, so I want to find out about the extent 
of that problem. 

When people read articles like those in the Washington Times, 
they may get the impression the White House has withheld all e- 
mails from Congress and Federal investigators. In fact, the mem- 
bers of this committee know this simply isn’t true. The White 
House has, in fact, turned over thousands of e-mails to Congress. 
Some of them have been seized on by Chairman Burton and others 
as serious evidence of wrongdoing. 

So I’d like to get a sense of what e-mails we’re talking about 
when we say that certain e-mails were not captured by this ARMS- 
Lotus interface. Are we talking about most White House e-mails, 
or are we talking about only a small subset of the e-mails? 
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Mr. Barry, I’d like to draw upon your expertise with computer 
systems in the Executive Office of the President and to ask you to 
explain the scope of the problem to me. 

To start with, let me ask you about timeframes. The ARMS- 
Lotus interface problem was in existence from roughly August 1996 
to November 1998; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Barry. That’s my understanding. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And during that roughly 29-month period, how 
many people were affected by Mail2 problems? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not exactly sure, because I don’t work on the 
Notes side of things, but, from what I’ve heard, it’s somewhere be- 
tween 400 and 500 users. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, with respect to those people, the Mail2 prob- 
lem just prevented incoming e-mail correspondence from being 
stored in the ARMS; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct, incoming external mail. I think there’s 
a key difference there. Any internal mail going to those people 
would have been captured in ARMS. 

Mr. Waxman. So we’re talking about incoming e-mails, and those 
are only e-mails from outside of what, the White House? 

Mr. Barry. Outside of the White House e-mail system, correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And that means that an e-mail that was written 
by someone else at the White House or the National Security Coun- 
cil, all that would have been saved by the ARMS system; isn’t that 
right? 

Mr. Barry. Yes. Any mail going to these 400 or 500 users from 
the Notes system within the EOP — actually, it’s not the White 
House, it’s the Executive Office of the President’s system — would 
be captured in ARMS. 

Mr. Waxman. So all the internal e-mails would have been 
searched in responses to subpoenas and other document requests 
and provided to this committee and the other investigators? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. And also I’d like to point out that ex- 
ternal mail going to one of these particular 400 or 500 users that 
was CC’d or BCC’d to a non-affected 400 or 500 users would also 
have gone to ARMS. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. I understand that you regularly track the 
number of documents that get put into ARMS and that you went 
back and looked at what happened after the Mail2 problem was 
fixed prospectively. Now, if the Mail2 problem was preventing lots 
of e-mails from getting into ARMS, you would expect to see a sig- 
nificant increase in the documents being put into ARMS after the 
problem was fixed, so let me ask you, Mr. Barry, did you see any 
increase after the November 1998, fix? 

Mr. Barry. Well, there’s a couple of points that need to be made, 
I think. I had been tracking all of the records that go into ARMS, 
the numbers of records, by month and by agency since 1993. I have 
all the information all the way back to 1993. And I keep a spread- 
sheet by month by agency on all of that information, and I remem- 
ber — I wasn’t involved in any of the meetings that the rest of the 
panel were talking about until July 6, 1998, and I remember at — 
I was involved in a series of technical meetings for about a week- 
and-a-half after July 6th, and I remember — I believe it was Mr. 
Haas — I had asked the question 
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Mr. Waxman. Let me ask you to respond to my question. 

Mr. Barry. OK. Sorry. 

Mr. Waxman. When you looked at all these e-mails and kept 
track of them, the system was fixed prospectively. If there were a 
lot of e-mails not going into the system before it was fixed, you 
would expect to see a big jump in the number of e-mails after it 
was fixed. Was there a big jump in the number of e-mails after it 
was fixed? 

Mr. Barry. Well, there was a jump, because we have a normal 
increase in — there’s a growth series in e-mail. But, from what the 
analysis that I have done, there was an increase from November 
to December, which is what you would expect, but it wasn’t as big 
as I had expected, given what I had been hearing. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you reach any conclusion about that? 

Mr. Barry. I reached the conclusion that was in my gut to begin 
with, that yes, we had a problem, and it obviously affected some 
number of e-mails, but it wasn’t as big as the 10 percent number 
that I had been given or that I had been led to believe. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me just again review what we’re talking about. 
If it’s an e-mail that was sent from anybody within the White 
House or Executive Office Building or White House agency, those 
agencies covered by the system — if it was anything sent by anybody 
there, that would have been picked up. If it was an e-mail inter- 
nally from one person to another within the system, that would 
have been picked up. 

What we’re talking about were e-mails from outside of the sys- 
tem to somebody in the system, but even if that were the case, and 
one of those e-mails were sent to somebody inside, and there was 
a carbon copy or copy directed to somebody else, then that would 
have been picked up, as well, in the ARMS system, wouldn’t it? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. And if the recipient replied to this e-mail that 
was received, wouldn’t that whole reply and the original e-mail get 
picked up in the ARMS system? 

Mr. Barry. If the user had done a reply with history, yes, it 
would. 

Mr. Waxman. So there are several ways that e-mails that were 
not put into the ARMS initially ended up in the system eventually. 
What’s more, even if the e-mail wasn’t put into ARMS, it may still 
have been provided to our committee or whoever else was asking 
for documents. 

Now, when White House counsel Beth Nolan testifies this after- 
noon about how the White House responds to subpoenas, she’ll tell 
us that, in addition to searching ARMS, they asked people in the 
White House or the EOP, the Executive Office of the President, to 
search their own computers for responsive material. So any e-mails 
that were saved by the individual recipients should have been pro- 
vided, even if they were not in the ARMS. Any e-mails from 
sources that had been subpoenaed — like if somebody is looking for 
an e-mail from the Democratic National Committee to somebody in 
the White House, well, the Democratic National Committee had 
been subpoenaed for all their e-mails, so that would have gotten 
into the submissions to the independent counsel, all the investigat- 
ing committees and agencies. 



62 


It appears that we’re talking about, in terms of missing e-mails, 
only a narrow sliver of the total number of White House e-mails. 

Mr. Barry, do you agree with that? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not sure anybody can really tell for sure, without 
going back and actually looking at the stuff. But, from the numbers 
that I have in front of me, it wasn’t as big a problem as I had been 
led to believe in the early days. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, the Washington Times article says that the 
e-mails that were not provided to congressional and Federal inves- 
tigators involved Monica Lewinsky, campaign finance issues, other 
alleged White House scandals, so I want to ask this panel what you 
know about the content of the missing e-mails. And, as I ask you 
these questions, there is an important distinction to keep in mind. 
One issue is whether the e-mails were captured by the ARMS sys- 
tem, and I believe this is called being records managed. But a sec- 
ond and distinct issue is whether the e-mails were turned over to 
investigators. 

It is possible that some e-mails may not have been in the ARMS 
but could have been turned over to investigators as a result of 
other types of e-mail searches. 

Mr. Haas, I understand that you conducted a search to deter- 
mine what kind of e-mails were not being records managed. By 
this, I mean you conducted a search to see what kind of e-mails 
were not being captured by ARMS. 

My understanding is that your search involved e-mails related to 
Monica Lewinsky. Specifically, I understand that you went into the 
e-mail accounts of Betty Currie and three people to determine what 
incoming e-mails they had related to Monica Lewinsky; is that 
right? 

Mr. Haas. Partially. I went in to several accounts — four, I be- 
lieve, or five accounts, of which one was Betty Currie and Ashley 
Raines — and found the cache of Monica Lewinsky documents. I did, 
however, not search the entire affected group of 525 people for 
Monica Lewinsky. I was doing this in a manual process, just as you 
would search your mail file. I went, opened it, and said, “Show me 
everything with ‘M.L. Lewinsky’ on it,” and just happened to stum- 
ble over those and the four. 

Beyond that, I was not given any direction, nor do I have the 
ability to do a massive search of all the mail files on a system. It 
would take a programmer to write a program to search across mail 
files, although I kind of expected I might be asked, you know, to 
have that done later on, it never came forward as a request. But 
I was never instructed to search for anything but that Monica 
Lewinsky. 

It was in the middle of me going through each mail file and 
counting the number of documents, so it was an interruption to the 
process, and then I went right back to the process of counting docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Waxman. So you were able to find e-mails that weren’t in 
the ARMS system when you looked at the individuals whose 

Mr. Haas. They were listed in the particular mail file as not 
being sent through to ARMS because they still existed in this view. 
Whether they had another means to arrive there through the proc- 
esses that Mr. Barry has described of a BCC to another agency or 
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re-transmitted out by the original recipient, I have no way of know- 
ing that. 

Mr. Klayman. Mr. Waxman, perhaps we can be helpful here. 
Our other client, Sheryl Hall, is prepared to testify here today that 
Mr. Haas browsed through other files. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, point of order. I know the attorney 
is actively involved and 

Mr. Burton. And I do appreciate 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. Has his own point of view, but I 
thought 

Mr. Burton. Stop the clock just a minute. 

Mr. Klayman. I thought you were here for the truth. 

Mr. Waxman. We want to hear the truth. Let me pursue my 
question so I can 

Mr. Burton. We stopped the clock just for 1 second. Point of 
order. We do appreciate your help very much in bringing all this 
to our attention, but the counsel — if Ms. Lambuth wants to make 
a comment, she should direct her question or comment, or anybody, 
to Mr. Waxman and not the legal counsel. Legal counsel is to just 
confer with the client. That’s the standard drill. 

Mr. Klayman. Mr. Burton, let me address this to you, because 
we brought Ms. Hall. We offered to make her available, and I don’t 
understand why your committee won’t let her testify here today. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll confer about that and — but please confer with 
your client. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, maybe we’ll want to hear from her, but, 
meanwhile, we’ve heard from all of these people and I want to ask 
some questions, just so we can understand more about what was 
going on. 

So, Mr. Haas, you found a bunch of e-mails about Monica 
Lewinsky that weren’t on the ARMS system; is that right? 

Mr. Haas. I can only tell you that the mail file I found them in 
said they were not on the ARMS system. Whether they arrived 
there through a secondary process, I have no way of knowing. 

Mr. Waxman. So they could have arrived there from a secondary 
process, meaning what, they responded to or copied to somebody? 
They might have also been 

Mr. Haas. Anything is possible. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Now, the fact that these e-mails were not in 
the ARMS system doesn’t necessarily mean they weren’t turned 
over to the independent counsel, Ken Starr. When the White House 
responds to a document request, they do more than simply search 
the ARMS. They also ask the relevant individuals to search their 
own e-mail accounts. These individual searches could have turned 
up the same e-mails that Mr. Haas found. 

Mr. Haas, do you know whether the Monica Lewinsky e-mails 
that you found were new e-mails that had not been previously 
turned over to the independent counsel? 

Mr. Haas. I do not know that, but I can state that, with having 
worked at the agency for 9 years and having received those re- 
quests for documents over many years, we were instructed we did 
not have to search our own mail files. Be advised, the mail files are 
not on your local hard drive. You are reaching across the network 
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and looking into the server. That’s why the ARMS process had to 
be created to take care of the things that you really couldn’t do. 

The search criteria ability within Lotus Notes at our current site 
is minimal for finding a group of documents. If you were to search 
your own mail file and look for Monica Lewinsky using the stand- 
ard search methodology, you would not find what I found. But, be- 
cause of my expertise in the area, I was able to find a way to locate 
them in the three files that I — I mean, the five files that I opened 
and find those messages and then collect them together and 
present them to my management, as they requested. 

Mr. Waxman. So you found that there were e-mails that were not 
on the Lotus system or may not have been on the Lotus system, 
but do you know, yourself, whether these e-mails might have been 
turned over to the independent counsel independently of what was 
turned over from the Lotus system? 

Mr. Haas. The only thing I know is I was asked to print them 
all out and put them onto paper, put them in an expandable folder. 
I presented them to Betty Lambuth and she informed me that she 
delivered them to what I think is White House counsel in the old 
building, handed them off to an unknown person. That’s second- 
hand hearsay. 

Ms. Lambuth. The person I handed it off to was Mark Lindsay. 
The request was that they were printed off. “Bob, print these e- 
mails off,” and I hand-delivered them over to the old Executive Of- 
fice Building to Mark Lindsay, who was over there in a meeting. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Well, I think I know the answer to the question, because my staff 
asked Beth Nolan, who we are going to hear from later, about this 
issue, and she told us — and I understand she’ll testify to this point 
later — that all of the Monica Lewinsky e-mails you found were du- 
plicative. They were copies of e-mails that the counsel’s office had 
already turned over to the independent counsel. The e-mails were 
not in the ARMS — I’m going to stop for a minute while those bells 
are ringing. These e-mails were not in the ARMS system, but they 
were in Betty Currie’s and some of these other people’s accounts 
I’m not technical enough to explain exactly, but it was in their com- 
puter. And you made copies of them, they were turned over to the 
White House, and those e-mails were turned over — and we’ll hear 
later from the White House counsel — to the independent counsel. 

So the e-mails were not in ARMS, but they had been captured 
by the independent searches of e-mail accounts of Betty Currie and 
other individuals. 

I think this is an important point, because the Washington 
Times reported that these e-mails had been withheld, but, in fact, 
that’s not true. They had already been turned over. 

Now, Mr. Haas, do you have any knowledge about the content of 
any of the individual e-mails that were not turned over to inves- 
tigators? 

Mr. Haas. I, again, don’t know of documents that weren’t turned 
over. That is not my knowledge. I did read the two Monica 
Lewinsky e-mails to validate the incoming and outgoing event that 
I was asked to check into, so yes, I read two of those referenced 
documents. Whether they were turned over, I don’t know. 

Mr. Waxman. I wouldn’t expect you to. 



65 


Well, the individual who has been making the most vociferous al- 
legations against the White House is Sheryl Hall, who was a 
former White House employee. She’s the source for the Washington 
Times article, and I was quoting that article. She gave a deposition 
about the content of the e-mails on February 19, 2000. In the depo- 
sition she says that she was told by a Northrop Grumman contrac- 
tor that the missing e-mails contained information relating to 
Filegate, Monica Lewinsky, and Vice President Gore’s fundraising. 
She then said under oath, “I was told by this contractor that if the 
contents of the e-mails became known, then there would be dif- 
ferent outcomes to these scandals, as the e-mails were incriminat- 
ing and could cause people to go jail.” 

You are the Northrop Grumman employees who knew the most 
about these e-mails. 

Ms. Salim, let me ask you first. Are you aware of any informa- 
tion that would substantiate Ms. Hall’s accusations? 

Ms. Salim. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Spriggs. 

Mr. Spriggs. The only thing that I can think of that may even 
come close to doing that is that early on we speculated about pos- 
sible information but had no direct knowledge of what was in it 
and, you know, so we had no information to give her or Ms. 
Lambuth or anyone else. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Barry, do you know? 

Mr. Barry. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Hawkins. 

Mr. Hawkins. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Golas. 

[No audible response.] 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Haas. 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Lambuth. 

Ms. Lambuth. I still stand behind what I said before, that I was 
told that there was other important information, Filegate, etc. 

Mr. Waxman. You were told by Mr. Haas. 

Ms. Lambuth. Right. 

Mr. Waxman. And Mr. Haas testified that he didn’t tell you that. 

Ms. Lambuth. I understand, sir. I am saying I still stand behind 
what I was — what I stated, that I was told. 

Mr. Klayman. I object. That’s not what he testified to, Mr. Wax- 
man. That’s false. 

Mr. Burton. Only the witnesses can testify, and she 

Mr. Klayman. I’m not testifying. I’m objecting. 

Mr. Burton. Well, you’re not allowed to object. 

Mr. Klayman. Mr. Chairman, then you should admonish your 
colleague there, because that was not the testimony. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Klayman, your witness is perfectly capable of 
refuting any remarks that are made. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Haas, she said you told her. Did you tell her 
that you knew the contents? 

Mr. Haas. I never, evidence intimated in any way, shape, or form 
that I knew any content of any e-mails other than the two Monica 
Lewinsky documents. To that point, there was lots of conversation 
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within our group as to if there was ever found to be a large content 
of anything involving these five or six different events it would be 
a different story, but if — she may have misunderstood that to say 
I saw something in there. But I have never, ever seen anything in 
those documents except for the two Monica Lewinsky documents. 

Mr. Waxman. Before my time is completely up, I want to go into 
this whole question of the so-called “threats,” the jail threat, par- 
ticularly. The Washington Times reported you were told that there 
was a jail cell with your name on it if you discussed the missing 
e-mails with anybody. This threat is supposed to have occurred at 
the meeting with Laura Crabtree on June 15, 1998. Mark Lindsay 
also reportedly participated in at least a part of this meeting by 
telephone. 

Ms. Salim, you were the first person to discover the e-mail prob- 
lem, and you were at that June 1998, meeting. Do you recall being 
threatened with jail if you discussed the problems with others? 

Ms. Salim. No, sir. I do not remember hearing the word “jail” 
from anyone in that meeting. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Haas, my understanding is you have a 
different recollection. 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir, but I posed the question to her and she was 
answering me directly, so I would remember. 

Mr. Waxman. In your statement, you said the question was sort 
of flippantly asked. Do you think that the response might have 
been a flippant response? 

Mr. Haas. I did not take it that way, sir. I didn’t want to read 
any more or less into it. I had sealed my mind that I had been in- 
structed to treat it in the manner that she instructed, “Don’t talk 
to anyone, or else.” I took it at face value and I lived up to that 
face value until I couldn’t do it any more. 

Mr. Waxman. At the time you were all finding out about this 
computer problem, the President was being investigated by Ken 
Starr for impeachable offenses. There was a media frenzy going on 
outside the White House. It seems clear that Mr. Lindsay and Ms. 
Crabtree did not want any of you to talk to the press or to people 
who might talk to the press about the problem until the nature and 
scope of the problem was understood. 

I’d like to ask whether you think this was an unreasonable re- 
quest. Anybody think it was an unreasonable request? 

Ms. Lambuth. I think in the beginning that’s the way we all felt, 
but it also became very obvious that they weren’t going to do — 
make any moves to release this information — to release the infor- 
mation that there were e-mails found. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. But did any of the rest of you think that 
maybe there was — it was reasonable not to want to have this infor- 
mation that the system wasn’t working available to the press when 
they’re on a media frenzy and people were out to impeach the 
President? 

Ms. Salim, what do you think? 

Ms. Salim. I believe that that was a reasonable request for them 
to ask us to keep a lid on this until they could manage the situa- 
tion. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Spriggs, what is your opinion? 
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Mr. Spriggs. From my point of view, the fact that we didn’t 
know how many messages actually were involved, we didn’t know 
the content of it — while we may have speculated about its implica- 
tions and what was going on, the reality was we needed to figure 
out what the problem was and how were we going to deal with get- 
ting these in the records management system. 

When Betty, through whomever directed her to do so, told Bob 
to get information, he proceeded to do that in a deliberate manner, 
and it took him several weeks to accomplish it. 

There was no, from my point of view, any kind of question that 
we were not going to proceed forward with this and resolve this 
question. We were trying to get all of the information so that 
whomever — OA counsel or White House counsel — would have suffi- 
cient information to be able to judge the import of the information 
that they had. 

As far as I knew personally — and my colleagues can speak to 
what they knew — I had no knowledge of anyone trying to stop us 
from doing any of that or trying to keep any information away from 
the Starr or anyone else at that point. 

Mr. Waxman. I know if my office were being investigated, if I 
was being investigated, and we thought we gave all the materials 
to the White House counsel and all the people that were investigat- 
ing me, and then I found out the system wasn’t working the way 
it was intended, I’d tell everybody, “Let’s hold off and see what’s 
going on here and let’s correct the system.” 

I just have one last question. Mr. Hawkins, people didn’t want 
them to talk to you. Was that because they might have had a fear 
that you might have come back and said, “This is outside the scope 
of the Northrop Grumman contract,” and you might not go out and 
fix it? 

Mr. Hawkins. I believe their intent, because they had a com- 
puter failure, they should have at least acknowledged within their 
own Civil Service and follow contractual guidelines. I believe, in my 
own opinion, that they did try to cover up the fact that they had 
a computer glitch and there were e-mails involved and it did in- 
clude the President and Monica Lewinsky. 

I had — at no time did I ever feel that they were trying to be up- 
front and open and honest because of my discussions with Mr. 
Lindsay. 

Mr. Waxman. So you got that opinion from — your impression was 
from Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Hawkins. From Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, I guess we’re going to hear from him and 
we’ll find out more about it. 

Ms. Lambuth. Mr. Waxman, I’d like to say that I agree with 
what John says. As I said a few minutes ago, I think in the begin- 
ning we all felt that they just wanted to get their act together, ba- 
sically, how they were going to let the public know about this. But 
as time went on and we couldn’t get any decisions of how they 
wanted us to handle it, what the next step was going to be, etc., 
it became very obvious to us, and we had some discussions on this 
that they did not want this to come forth. 

I think one of the critical things that we 

Mr. Waxman. You had some discussions among 
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Ms. Lambuth. Amongst our — within the team. 

Mr. Waxman. And so you’re talking to the team and trying to fig- 
ure out what was going on. You first thought that they were trying 
to make sure you correct the problem, but then you reached the 
conclusion that they were really trying to cover it up. But that 
doesn’t sound to me like the testimony of the others on this panel 
who were part of the team. 

Am I wrong? May I hear from others on the team? 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, if we could have regular order, I think 
the time has expired and we have some votes. 

Mr. Burton. We do have votes. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, let’s just get an answer to this and then we 
can 

Mr. Barr. I think the time has expired, and I would call for reg- 
ular order. 

Mr. Burton. It has expired. I will let these people answer this 
question and then we’ll come back as soon as we vote. And those 
who want to go ahead and hit the floor, come right back. 

Proceed, because we have to take off here real quick. 

Mr. Spriggs. To the extent that there was — from my conversa- 
tions with her and with the team, the question arose as to 
whether 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, can we have regular order? We have 
a vote on the floor and there are Members that don’t want to miss 
the questioning and the answers. 

Mr. Burton. All right. We’ll withhold answers to the question 
until we return. We stand in recess. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. OK. We will recall the last question. We’re going 
to allow Mr. Waxman to end that questioning with that question, 
because we were interrupted by the vote, and then we’ll go to Mr. 
Barr. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Lambuth testified, as I understood it, a 
minute ago that at first she thought that the White House was try- 
ing to correct the computer problem, but then she came to a dif- 
ferent conclusion, and I asked her why, and she said, “Well, in 
talking to the rest of the team.” 

Now, some of you were part of the team. Was this conclusion one 
you had reached? And was it just one that you all speculated about, 
or do you agree with her conclusion? And do you have reasons to 
agree with that conclusion or not agree? 

Mr. Spriggs. When Betty left the — when Ms. Lambuth left the 
contract, right before she had left there was a lot of discussion 
about what had happened and, you know, about what was going on 
around us. And, again, we didn’t have her access to Laura and 
higher-ups, so a lot of the stuff we would hear would come through 
her, and we were, as far as I was concerned, you know, trying to 
be responsive and supportive of her. We also, I think, because of 
the things that had happened between Mr. Hawkins and Ms. 
Lambuth, we were all very, you know, aware of that situation. 

The question of whether or not we had arrived at a conclusion 
that the White House was obstructing anything. 
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There were so many technical issues and problems associated 
with this, and her having left in July, it turned out many other 
technical issues were of importance to us. 

At that point, whether or not Betty leaving felt like that, you 
know, a consensus was that we were supporting her and that we 
believed that, I don’t — I did not have that position, although I do 
feel that at times that Betty, you know, again, had superior — other 
information that I didn’t have, so I couldn’t really say whether or 
not anyone was doing anything to stop it. 

Again, from my point of view, we didn’t know enough about what 
was going on to say that the White House had stopped anything. 
It was more of a technical problem that we were worried about, 
and that that’s what we were really after was the technical solu- 
tion. 

Mr. Burton. Before we proceed with Mr. Barr, let me just say 
that it has been well established early on that all of the people that 
were in the meeting felt either threatened or felt concerned if they 
gave any information out about that. 

Now, let me just say one other thing 

Mr. Waxman. I don’t think that was established. 

Mr. Burton. Yes, it was established. 

Mr. Waxman. You may have reached that conclusion, but I don’t 
think that’s the testimony. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, I’ll ask Mr. Barr, when he questions, to 
reestablish that they all felt concerned or threatened by the com- 
ments made by Ms. Crabtree or Mr. Lindsay. We’ll let him do that. 

But I just want to admonish all the witnesses of this one fact. 
We’re going to find some additional information, I believe, before 
the day is out, or, if not today, later, about these e-mails, because 
we’re not going to let this thing drop. And if anybody perjures 
themselves before this committee, I will send a criminal referral to 
the Justice Department and they will be prosecuted or we will pur- 
sue that, so I don’t want anybody that’s — I mean, there are some 
differences of opinion here, and if somebody is not telling the truth 
I want you to know that’s very, very disconcerting and you need 
to think about that and get this — and be as square and honest with 
this committee as possible, because if we find out you are lying 
there will be a problem. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I believe that when Mr. Waxman was asking that last round of 
questions, before we broke for the vote, he was indicating that, in 
his view — and I presume he was talking as a manager, a Congress- 
man with regard to his staff — he finds nothing wrong with calling 
people into his office and telling them that they’re going to go to 
jail if they even tell their spouse or their supervisor 

Mr. Waxman. Point of order, Mr. Chairman. I just think he 
ought to ask his questions, instead of trying to attribute to me 
anything 

Mr. Barr. Now, whether or not 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. One way or the other. Let him ask his 
own questions. I’ll speak for myself. Let him speak for himself. 

Mr. Burton. That is not a legitimate point of order. The gen- 
tleman has the time. 
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Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Before we broke for the last vote, Mr. Waxman was going on, in 
an effort to try and trivialize the intimidation that a number of you 
felt when you were admonished by Ms. Crabtree, for instance, not 
to speak to anybody under threat of going to jail if you exercised 
your rights to inform your supervisor of a problem, if you told any- 
body about it. 

Now, while that may be standard operating procedure for certain 
members of this committee, it is not for this Member, and I think 
I can speak for the chairman that it is not for him, either. 

When somebody calls you, for example, Ms. Lambuth, into their 
office and threatens you with going to jail if you tell your super- 
visor about a problem that you believe needs to be corrected, do 
you find that intimidating? 

Ms. Lambuth. Most definitely. 

Mr. Barr. Is there anybody else on the panel that would not find 
that intimidating? 

Mr. Spriggs. Maybe I don’t understand the word “intimidating,” 
but I am somewhat intimidated by Mr. Burton’s comments here. I 
think that Mr. Burton, I think, did the rightful job to express 

Mr. Barr. That’s fine, Mr. Spriggs. I’m not 

Mr. Spriggs. Am I intimidated 

Mr. Barr. I’m not asking you how you feel about Mr. Burton’s 
testimony. I appreciate the fact that you want to say that and 
you’ve said it. Now let’s move on. 

My question had nothing to do with Mr. Burton. OK? 

Mr. Spriggs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So don’t interject something that is not asked for. 
If Mr. Waxman would like you to go on in support of what he’s say- 
ing, I’m sure he will — he is very adept at doing that. 

My question was simply: are there any other members of the 
panel that are here today that, if they are called into somebody’s 
office and threatened with going to jail if they tell anybody about 
a problem that they have identified, and that includes even going 
to their supervisor to try to get it rectified, is that not intimidating. 

Mr. Spriggs. When I was called into that office and Ms. Crabtree 
and Mr. Lindsay were giving me instructions, I perceived that 
those instructions were reasonable instructions. 

Mr. Barr. OK. That’s not what I’m asking you, Mr. Spriggs. 

Mr. Spriggs. Were they threatening — I know, sir. I’m trying to 
get at your question. Were they threatening to me? 

Mr. Barr. Get at it quickly. 

Mr. Spriggs. Were they threatening to me? Yes, they were 
threatening to me, in 

Mr. Barr. That’s my only question. 

Mr. Spriggs [continuing]. In narrow context. 

Mr. Barr. I have other questions here, and I appreciate your 
candor, and if you have other things to say, I’m sure you can work 
it out with Mr. Waxman to say them. I’m not interested in that and 
I’m not interested in how you feel about Mr. Burton. 

Is there anybody else who would not feel somewhat intimidated 
if they were threatened with going to jail if they told their super- 
visor about a problem that they had discovered? 

[No response.] 
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Mr. Barr. Now, Mr. Barry, I understand that you were asked in 
January or February 1998 to locate an e-mail from Monica 
Lewinsky to Ashley Raines. That is correct, isn’t it? 

Mr. Barry. Not exactly. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Were you asked at some other time to find an e- 
mail from Monica Lewinsky to Ashley Raines other than January 
or February 1998? 

Mr. Barry. No. I was asked by White House counsel to perform 
an ARMS search, a search of the ARMS system. 

Mr. Barr. When you say White House counsel, specifically who? 

Mr. Barry. I can’t remember. 

Mr. Barr. OK. By the Office of White House Counsel? 

Mr. Barry. Correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Who was it that called you up? There’s no such 
person as White House counsel there, particular people. Who was 
it that called you from the White House counsel’s office? 

Mr. Barry. I can’t remember, sir. I get three, four search re- 
quests every month, so I can’t remember back in 1998 exactly who 
it was, but it would be in the record, though. I have e-mails of all 
that stuff. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So if, in fact, we subpoena those documents from 
the White House or you are served with a subpoena for the produc- 
tion of them, that would be reflected in those documents? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. And you could refresh your recollection? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So that’s what prompted you to look for that par- 
ticular e-mail? 

Mr. Barry. No. I was never asked to look for a particular e-mail. 
I was asked to perform an e-mail search — not an e-mail search, an 
ARMS search, a search of the ARMS system. 

Mr. Barr. Right. 

Mr. Barry. In January 1998. 

Mr. Barr. For what? 

Mr. Barry. For — I can’t remember the specifics of it, but it had 
to do with the Lewinsky matter. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And that’s when you went to Mr. Spriggs to help 
locate that material? 

Mr. Barry. No. 

Mr. Barr. At what time did you go to Mr. Spriggs? 

Mr. Barry. If I could, let me just give you a little bit of the his- 
tory, if I can. I was asked to perform the search, as normally hap- 
pens. I do the ARMS searches. And during the production of those 
documents 

Mr. Barr. You discovered a problem? 

Mr. Barry [continuing]. I discovered what — I didn’t know it was 
a problem. I discovered what looked like conversational e-mail be- 
tween two people and I only saw one side of the conversation. 

Mr. Barr. Right. So there appeared to be a gap? 

Mr. Barry. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Now, you wrote an incident report on that, did 
you not? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Where is that incident report? 
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Mr. Barry. I believe it was produced. 

Mr. Barr. Do you have that with you? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Could I see a copy of that, please? 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage [presiding]. Mr. Barr, you’ll need to 
wrap your questions up. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Forget it, then. We don’t have time. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes Mr. Souder for questions. 

Mr. Souder. I thank the Chair. 

I had a few questions. First, I wanted to establish, because I 
thought it was kind of confusing, but, as I understood — and correct 
me if any of these are incorrect — that the number of e-mails, 
whether they were a small subset or a large subset, there were 525 
people. I think that’s what Mr. Haas said. 

Mr. Haas. Yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Souder. Those 525 people that are in doubt here are the 525 
people that are at the higher echelons of the White House, not Civil 
Service but political appointees? 

Mr. Haas. It is the whole White House organization and some of 
their lesser organizations, but to my knowledge it is the White 
House. 

Mr. Souder. In other words, to say it is a small subset is a little 
misleading, since this subset happens to be who we were inves- 
tigating during the period of 1996 to 1998 and whose testimony we 
were seeking. So if there were 525 people in the Government who 
we most needed, it was these 525, most likely. 

Second, my technical understanding of this is that the part that 
we’re — the only thing in dispute here, from Mr. Barry, I think, was 
whether he expected to see 10 percent and he saw 5 percent. Based 
on the number of e-mails just for 1997, if, indeed, it was 5 percent, 
it would have been roughly 205,000 for 1997 and would have been 
400,000 if it was 10 percent, so it’s not a small number that we’re 
talking about. The only question you were really disputing is 
whether it is 5 percent or 10 percent; is that right? 

Mr. Barry. No. I don’t think that’s what I said. All I said was 
that 

Mr. Souder. You said that you expected to see 10 percent. 

Mr. Barry. The numbers that had been thrown out when I first 
asked about it when I was involved in the technical meetings in 
July 1998, my concern was, if there were these missing e-mails, 
what impact was it going to have on the ARMS system when they 
became unmissing. 

Mr. Souder. And you said that there 

Mr. Barry. And 

Mr. Souder [continuing]. Was 5 percent, roughly. You said there 
was an increase, but it wasn’t 10 percent. 

Mr. Barry. No, no. I said 

Mr. Souder. You said when you went back in to check 

Mr. Barry. I think I need to clarify this, because when I went 
back and looked at the growth numbers between November 1998 
and December 1998, which would be the significant ones in this 
case, I saw nothing other than what I would normally expect in the 
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growth between 1 month and the other, given the trend line that 
we have in place. 

Mr. Souder. OK. So that’s a different number than what I was 
looking for, so my understanding is there has been a dispute be- 
tween whether it is — what the number is. But we’re talking about 
hundreds of thousands of e-mails. 

Mr. Barry. I don’t know that anyone — I certainly don’t know 
what the actual numbers are of these e-mails. I have no idea. 

Mr. Souder. And it was also my understanding, from the earlier 
testimony of Mr. Hawkins, that, if I understood you correctly, you 
said that you believed that there was a — that they were trying to 
cover up, and that there was concern about the Civil Service con- 
tract. Could you elaborate on what you meant by that? 

Mr. Hawkins. When I first was contacted, of course, about the 
e-mail — and we didn’t know it was e-mail — it was through Jim 
Wright, the contracting officer’s technical representative, COTR. 

Subsequent to that, I was called to Mr. Lindsay’s office, and at 
that time I was confronted by Mr. Lindsay, Mark Lindsay, why I 
got involved, and I basically told him because of the contract. It 
was very specific in the contract that the COTR gave directions to 
the program manager and no one else. And, therefore, I took the 
position that I could not support this project and would not do it 
without an internal work order, which was compliant with our con- 
tract. 

At two or three points in the conversation, it got very tense. Mat- 
ter of fact, Mr. Lindsay said over and over, “I hope you appreciate 
my position here.” And I repeated back to him, “I hope you appre- 
ciate my position here.” 

Mr. Souder. What do you think he meant by, “I hope you appre- 
ciate my position?” 

Mr. Hawkins. I took it straight as a strong arm. I took it as a 
direct assertion that my employees should go do this work and I 
should not be involved. 

To the contrary, the contracting officer, which was Dale Helms, 
Mr. Jim Wright, gave me explicit instructions when we talked, 
“Don’t ‘crater in,’” and I never did at any time. And I did feel 
threatened the whole meeting with Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Souder. When you — do contract employees have any of the 
protections that Civil Service employees have? In other words, if 
patronage employees come wandering in and intimidate on a con- 
tract, you don’t have any protection? 

Mr. Hawkins. No, sir. As a matter of fact, in my conversation 
with Mr. Lindsay, I told him that the Northrop Grumman employ- 
ees would be the ones directly in the line of fire. I also told him 
that I was not going to put Northrop Grumman as a company or 
Steve Hawkins in direct harm’s way. I also made a statement that 
I did not want my company’s name in the newspaper nor mine or 
any of my employees. 

I was very, very direct with Mr. Lindsay, and he did ask me or 
he did make a statement that he was extremely upset — and he 
used the word, and I can give you the exact phrase if you want 
it 

Mr. Souder. Probably not. Can you summarize it? 
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Mr. Hawkins. OK. And I said that was my position, and we 
ended the conversation, at which time I left his office, and imme- 
diately, when I went back to my office, Jim Wright was in the of- 
fice, Dale Helms came in shortly thereafter. Jim Wright asked me 
if I cratered in, and I said, “No, sir, I did not,” and he said, “That’s 
why we hired you to work here at EOP, because we knew you 
would stand up.” 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

We’ll go to a second round, so we’ll get back to you in just a 
minute. 

Let me clarify one thing before we go to Ms. Chenoweth. 

Mr. Spriggs, you said you felt intimidated. I have made this com- 
ment to almost — to a number. If somebody perjures themselves be- 
fore my committee, we will send a criminal referral to the Justice 
Department. Now, if that’s intimidation that you feel, so be it. But 
I want people to be truthful, and that’s why we always make that 
statement. 

Ms. Chenoweth. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I wanted to direct my questions to Mr. Barry. 

Just to clarify some of the facts that have been established in the 
record, isn’t it true that you noticed two ongoing — outgoing e-mails 
from Ashley Raines to Monica Lewinsky and that is what first trig- 
gered your concern that there may be an anomaly in this system? 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. Barry. That’s correct. And actually that’s what I was — what 
I referred to in the document that I had written up in January 
1998. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. And so then you went ahead and went 
on vacation right after that. 

Mr. Barry. No, that’s not correct. January 1998 was when I 
first — I was asked to do the search, and I saw this conversational 
e-mail during the production of the search documents, of which 
there was just one side of the conversation. 

I then, as it says in my document, I went and I — the document 
I wrote in January 1998 — I talked to John Spriggs, first of all, to 
have him look at the logs for incoming and outgoing e-mail, and 
to — because I didn’t know what was — I don’t know what the prob- 
lem was, if there even was a problem. I mean, it is a possibility 
that the mail never got to the EOP. That was the first thing that 
came into my mind. 

All I knew was that these pieces of e-mail that I thought should 
be there were not in ARMS. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. So what you saw that was out of order 
was you noticed e-mails from Ashley Raines to Monica Lewinsky, 
but that Monica Lewinsky’s e-mails were not present? 

Mr. Barry. Some of — at least one of them or two of them. I can’t 
remember exactly. I think it might have been at least two of them, 
because it is like a telephone conversation. You could see, you 
know, an outbound e-mail saying, “Can you pick me up after work,” 
an incoming one saying, you know, that should have said, “Yes, I 
will,” and then an outbound one saying, “Oh, great. I’ll meet you 
at five.” That type of thing. And I didn’t see the incoming, but it 
was clear that there should have been something. 
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Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Now, who did you give this incident re- 
port to? You made up an incident report about this? 

Mr. Barry. I documented the problem. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. And who did you give the report to? 

Mr. Barry. I gave it to my supervisor. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. And your supervisor was Jim Wright? 

Mr. Barry. Jim Wright. That’s correct. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. That has been established. Now, is that 
who you would ordinarily refer these problems to? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not sure that — this is a kind of one-of-a-kind 
problem, as far as I am concerned. I mean, there have been prob- 
lems in the past with the Notes-ARMS interface, and I documented 
them and passed them on to the appropriate person, who would 
have been the branch chief. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. The branch chief of 

Mr. Barry. Of the — either the systems integration and develop- 
ment or the desktop branch chief. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. OK. And once you gave this report to 
Mr. Wright, what happened to the report? 

Mr. Barry. We — I can’t speak for exactly what happened to it. 
All I know is that I kept it and 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Well, let me ask this: did you followup 
and ask any questions about the report, and did the White House 
office seem interested in the problem? 

Mr. Barry. Well, like I said, I reported the problem to my super- 
visor, and I remember, although not vividly, that my supervisor 
and myself went and briefed the IS&T associate director at the 
time, Kathy Gallant, of the problem, but I can’t remember exactly 
when that was in the sequence of things, but it was some time in 
the January-February timeframe. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Did anyone instruct you to keep the 
problem silent? 

Mr. Barry. No. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. No? 

Mr. Barry. Well 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. When you first went to Ms. Lambuth’s 
office, was there a discussion there? 

Mr. Barry. That was subsequent to that. This document was 
written in January 1998, and I didn’t hear anything more about 
this whole situation until the actual problem that caused what I 
had seen back in January to occur was discovered some time in 
June. I was brought into the loop of July 1998. 

So it wasn’t clear to me — my point is it wasn’t clear to me at all. 
In fact, it said — if you read the document, it says in there you can’t 
tell if this is a systemic problem, if it’s a one-of-a-kind problem, 
etc., I mean, it says it all right in there, because I didn’t know at 
that time. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. May I ask, for the record, did you give 
your weekly reports during this time to Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Barry. I believe so. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Do you know what he did with those re- 
ports? 

Mr. Barry. I have no way of telling what he did with them. 
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Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Do you know who else saw those re- 
ports? 

Mr. Barry. I have no way of knowing. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Mr. Barry, the documents that I re- 
viewed show that you were very, very frustrated about the lack of 
instruction or direction that you were getting in this manner. And 
I’m going to briefly point out a few of those documents and ask for 
your brief comment on them. 

I would like for you to turn to the White House exhibit No. 19, 
dated January 24, more than 2 months after the problem became 
known. 

[Exhibit 19 follows:] 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/24/98 12: i 8:3! PM 



Record Type: Record 



» f attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

• I was informed this week that a problem had been uncovered in the process die reconstructs the 
pager data. The problem caused valid pager messages to appear as duplicates and therefore not get 
processed. The problem has nov ;>een fixed for the current and future processs cycles but will have 
to be fixed for process cycles 1-9 (The previously delivered cycles). This problem will be corrected 
when the delivered tapes are cut to resolve the other two problems uncovered after production began 
(Truncation and incorrect file structure on anomaly records) 

• ! have received a goods and services request covering the purchase of new disks. I will review this 
next week and decide how to proceed. These disks will be needed prior to commencing the Daily 
tapes and they will allow more efficient processing if we purchase them sooner . 


ARMS activity 


® I coordinated the completion of 2 searches this week. One was a FOIA for CEQ records and the 
other was for WHO records. 

• I spent a lot of time this week (10 hours) nursing both the tape processing for ARMS as well as the 
regulare records processing through their respective stages. The communications between the 
NOTES data and the ARMS system failed last week and the backup caused severe delays in 
processing that spilled over into this week. There also seems to have been an increase in traffic 
which further exarcebated the situation. I will continue to monitor the process so that it does not fall 
behind again. 

o I have been contacted by WHO counsel (Karl Racine and Dimitri Nionakis) regarding two separate 
Search requests. I have only received 1 of them thus far and l will try to get it running over the 
weekend. 


FAMCO Contract 


© I attended a meeting with the NG project manager and the COTR in preparation for my role next week 
as acting COTR. 

Additional activities 

© I continue to be involved in discussions regarding the MAO problem but there has been no 

movement thus far on correcting the problem or getting the data over to ARMS. The pian for fixing 
the problem has been submitted. 

Planned Activities for next week: 
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I will be acting COTR for the NG contract next week, 
i plan on getting the 2 search requests under way. 


E 0930 
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Mr. Barry. Excuse me, ma’am? Exhibit 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. White House exhibit No. 19. Do you 
have the exhibit? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, I do. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Now, look at the entry under the section 
entitled, “Additional activities.” And it reads, “I continue to be in- 
volved in discussions regarding the Mail2 problem, but there has 
been no movement thus far on correcting the problems or getting 
the data over to ARMS.” Correct? 

Mr. Barry. That’s — well, yes, that’s what I said. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. OK. Now, look at exhibit 

Mr. Burton. The gentlelady’s time has expired, but we will yield 
to Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. I thank the Chair. I would like to yield such 
time as she might take for Mrs. Chenoweth to complete this line 
of questions, if that’s all right. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll get the gentleman more time later. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would direct your attention to White House exhibit No. 23, an 
e-mail from you to your boss dated 8/13/98. 

[Exhibit 23 follows:] 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

08/13/98 07:21:01 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


James 8. Wright! 


Concerns 


Jim; 


This is a followup to our discussions on Tuesday regarding “the mail2 problem' or project X. 

I am concerned about several aspects of this problem. As far as i can tell, there is no movement under 
way to fix the problem and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. When 1 talk to Sandy, John or 
Bob they tell me that there is no movement on this project from their side and the last activity was the 
meeting we had with Betty before she left (7/28). 

Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on the VAX 
side. 

The only people f have had contact with on this project are You, Cathy, Betty.Sandy.Bob and John. I have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and I am not at all dear what my role should be. ! feel that 
the records must be recreated and any searches need to be reperformed if the requestors feet it is 
necessary... This seems like a daunting proposition but I do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally. I feel that I can not walk away from this problem because any work that wiii be done to 
recover the records will directly impact ARMS and searching... also, as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of the affected accounts could be moved to another server (Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing the impact} This would cause records to flood into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appologize for the rambling nature of this memo but I hope it captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 


Later... Tony 
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Mr. Barry. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. OK. In pertinent part, the second para- 
graph reads as follows: “I am very concerned about several aspects 
of this problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement under- 
way to fix the problem and recover the lost records from the 
backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy Golas and John Spriggs or Bob 
Haas, they tell me that there is no movement on this project from 
their side and the last activity was the meeting that we had with 
Betty before she left on 7/28.” Correct? 

Mr. Barry. That’s what I said. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. All right. Later, the document says 
that, “The only people I have been in contact with on this project 
are you — ” that’s your boss — “Kathy, Betty, Sandy, Bob, and John. 
I have not spoken to any other Government person on this, and I 
am not at all clear what my role should be. I feel the records must 
be recreated, and any searches need to be re-performed if the re- 
questors feel it is necessary. This seems like a daunting propo- 
sition, but I do not see any other alternative.” Correct? 

Mr. Barry. That’s what I said. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. The e-mail concludes — and this is the 
same document, in the second-to-the-last paragraph — “I apologize 
for the rambling nature of this memo, but I hope it captures my 
concerns and frustration level.” 

Mr. Barry, you sound like a real voice in the wilderness. Can you 
state for the committee you were frustrated when you wrote those 
e-mails? 

Mr. Barry. Yes. I was definitely frustrated. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Would you please turn to White House 
exhibit No. 47, an e-mail from Kathy Gallant to you dated Septem- 
ber 25, 1998? 

[Exhibit 47 follows:] 
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Kathleen K, Gallant 
09/25/98 03:19:04 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc; 

bcc: 

Subject 


Re: Concerned jg| 


I had a meeting with Joe Vasta, Logicon PM, John Spriggs, and Jim Webster yesterday morning 
regarding this very subject. I just had not had a chance to share with all the outcome of the meeting. 


The Notes Anomaly team met and have come up with a strategy, ft's a two phase approach basically. 

They first will back-up Mail 2 using a DtT tape drive that they can verity as it writes. Then they will 
execute the Notes agent changes to change all the ids looking for Mail2 to MAIL2, then they will delete the 
unrecorded messages. This will get the un-Armed messages off of Mail2 and onto the recovery server. 
From that point forward - tine in the sand - the mail will all be Arms managed properly. 

As the second phase - Reconstruction of the unmanaged files from the Mai! 2 server as well as any tape 
reconstruction - NG has to prepare an !WO for that work along with the other Notes/Arms work that needs 
to be done. 


Contracts is aware of the whole mess, and supports the creation of the IWO to clarity what is to be done 
and when. 

Please - no jumping out the window - - it‘s not necessary!!! 

Kathy 


DANIEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/25/98 08:59:14 AM 



Record T ype: Reco rd 

To; Kathieen K. Ga!lanUtf3S SBiy James B. Wrio h ffB88B3^ 
cc: 

Subject: Concerned 
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Mr. Barry. Yes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Mr. Barry, in this letter, Ms. Gallant 
notes that in her meeting with Joe Vasta, Mr. Hawkins’ replace- 
ment, Logicon PM, a subcontractor, and John Spriggs and Jim 
Webster, a two-phase strategy was discussed at that time to re- 
spond to the problem. But in the second-to-the-last paragraph, 
Kathy Gallant observed that “contracts is aware of this whole mess 
and supports the creation of an I WO to clarify what is to be done 
and when.” 

And then she concludes, “Please, no jumping out the window. It 
is not necessary.” 

Now, I appreciate the humor here, but why would Ms. Gallant 
feel the need to say something like that in a memo? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not sure. Probably in response to my level of 
frustration. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. All right. I yield back the balance of my 
time to Mr. LaTourette. Thank you. 

Mr. LaTourette. I thank you. I don’t know how much time re- 
mains on the clock, so just a couple of quick observations. 

Mr. Spriggs, I wouldn’t be intimidated by the referral by this 
committee to the Department of Justice. Their performance on 
other referrals we’ve made should leave you anything but intimi- 
dated. [Laughter.] 

And I just want to make a couple of observations, and that is I 
want to talk about the two phases of this, sort of for the record’s 
sake. 

One is we’re not talking about some — an exercise that is not im- 
portant. And there were two steps. One is you had to fix the prob- 
lem. I believe it was called “stop the bleeding,” is that right, Mr. 
Barry? You had to figure out why incoming e-mails to the White 
House were not being captured, and that was done in a fairly 
speedy fashion, was it not? You stopped the bleeding, or you be- 
lieved you stopped the bleeding; is that right? 

Mr. Barry. Well, I was involved only, again, from the ARMS per- 
spective, and I was only involved in the first 2 weeks of technical 
meetings starting in July 1996. 

The best of my knowledge, the “bleeding” was stopped in Novem- 
ber 1998. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. But the second problem is that you had 
a period of time where e-mails that were not captured by the 
ARMS system are still some place out there, and I think that when 
Mrs. Chenoweth was talking to you, that was some of the frustra- 
tion, that no effort — OK, maybe we stopped the bleeding, and 
maybe we haven’t, but no effort is being made to retrieve what we 
recognize is a whole body of stuff that didn’t make it in the ARMS 
system; is that right? 

Mr. Barry. Well, I think the source of my frustration was that 
I had been involved for the first 2 weeks starting in June or July 
1998 and then had heard nothing after that until November. 

Mr. LaTourette. Could I just ask one more question? 

Mr. Waxman. May I ask unanimous consent the gentleman be 
given 2 additional minutes and yield at this time. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. LaTourette. I appreciate the courtesy. 
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I just wanted to point out — and anybody on the panel can answer 
this — the reason that this is important — and there has been some 
criticism from the White House that, you know, you goofy Repub- 
licans want us to spend a lot of money and recreate stuff from files 
that are locked up, and it’s going to cost us a lot of dough to do 
this. 

You have to, under the law, not only the Armstrong decision but 
the Federal public records law, take these e-mails that have not 
been captured by ARMS, put them in the ARMS system, so that 
they may be responsive to those who may seek these public docu- 
ments in the future. Isn’t that the law? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not really a legal person, but 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, let me ask somebody else. Any of you aware 
of the public records law? Mr. Haas, how about you? 

Mr. Haas. I have just recently been told that. I did not know 
that, but it makes sense. 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, I think it does make sense, and I would tell 
you that I’m not a legal expert, either, but I believe that there’s a 
case called Armstrong v. the Executive Office of the President that 
extends Federal recordkeeping mandate to electronic mail. And the 
reason that you have the ARMS system is so that the electronic e- 
mails can be captured, and when somebody like a court or a com- 
mittee of Congress wants them, you can search by, you know, 
Lewinsky or Filegate or whatever the case may be and pull them 
up and you don’t have to go through the laborious process that Mr. 
Haas apparently went through. 

And so somebody has to do this, anyway, or else the White House 
is out of compliance with Federal law and the Armstrong decision. 

Does anybody disagree with me? Is that a fair observation? 

[No response.] 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. I’m going to take silence as assent, which 
is always a dangerous thing. 

In the next round of questioning I want to come back — I hope 
we’re going to have another round, Mr. Chairman — and, Mr. Haw- 
kins, I want to talk to you specifically about — where did Mr. Haw- 
kins go? 

OK, Mr. Hawkins will be back shortly. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, maybe Mr. Hawkins doesn’t want to talk 
to me, but I want to talk to Mr. Hawkins about the meeting that 
took place with Mr. Lindsay and Ms. Crabtree. 

Ms. Golas, you’ve sort of been ignored here for the last 3 hours, 
and I want to talk to you about your experiences and your specific 
recollections. 

I thank you, Mr. Waxman, for the courtesy, and yield back. 

Mr. Burton. We will go to a second round. 

I want to tell the panel and the Members we would like to finish 
with this panel and then break for lunch. I hope we will be con- 
cluding more quickly, but there seems to be additional questions 
that are coming up that have to be addressed, so if somebody has 
to go to the bathroom or something — if you all do, we can take a 
5-minute recess, but we’ll break for lunch as soon as we finish this 
panel. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 
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Mr. Barry, during the break I consulted with our counsel here. 
We don’t have a copy of your incident report. That apparently has 
not been furnished to us. Could we have a copy of that, please? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Was a copy of your incident report provided to 

Mr. Young. It was produced, Congressman. 

Mr. Barr. Pardon? 

Mr. Young. It was produced. 

Mr. Barr. And who are you? 

Mr. Young. I’m counsel to the Office of Administration, Con- 
gressman. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And what is your name? 

Mr. YOUNG. John Hardin Young. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And you are employed by the White House? 

Mr. Young. No, I’m not. 

Mr. Barr. Who employs you and who are you retained by? 

Mr. Young. Director of the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Barr. The what? 

Mr. Young. Director of the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Barr. The Office of Administration. 

Mr. Young. Executive Office of the President. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And you are employed by 

Mr. Young. The Office of Administration, the Executive Office of 
the President. 

Mr. Barr. White House? 

Mr. Young. No. The Office of Administration of the Executive 
Office of the President. 

Mr. Barr. Is that an agency of another government? I mean, I 
don’t know. I appreciate the fact that you are an attorney and so 
forth. I’m just trying to find out — are you employed by the adminis- 
tration, by an agency of the administration of the White House? 

Mr. Young. The Office of Administration was created by the Re- 
organization Act of 1977. It is an agency within the Executive Of- 
fice of the President. 

Mr. Barr. Which is the White House, the administration. 

Mr. YOUNG. I’ll leave that for your conclusion, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. That is my conclusion. 

Was a copy of the incident report that is being copied now pro- 
vided to you — by you, Mr. Barry, to the White House counsel’s of- 
fice? 

Mr. Barry. It wasn’t provided by me to them. No. 

Mr. Barr. It was not? OK. Did they receive a copy of it at some 
point? Do you know? 

Mr. Barry. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Do you know even today whether they received 
a copy of it or whether they have a copy of it? 

Mr. Barry. I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. Did you provide them a copy of the Lewinsky e-mail 
or e-mails that were in question? 

Mr. Barry. I provided to them back in 1998 all of the e-mails 
that hit on the search that I was running against the ARMS sys- 
tem. 

Mr. Barr. Including the ones that we’re talking about here today 
that sort of triggered this whole thing? 
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Mr. Barry. Yes. The outbound ones, yes. That’s all I had access 
to. 

Mr. Barr. At that time, were there pending proceedings in the 
Congress with regard to these matters? 

Mr. Barry. I have no idea. I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And when was this? 

Mr. Barry. It was January 1998. 

Mr. Barr. 1998. OK. I think the record will reflect that there 
were at that time. And certainly subsequent you are aware of the 
fact that there were matters before the Congress which at least two 
different committees of the Congress — the Judiciary Committee in 
impeachment proceedings and the Government Reform and Over- 
sight Committee — were investigating regarding Ms. Lewinsky and 
the other types of matters that we’re talking about here today? 

Mr. Barry. I was aware that the impeachment was proceeding, 
yes, or the impeachment process. 

Mr. Barr. And you were aware that, at various points in time 
during the period 1988 [sic] and 1999, this committee of the Con- 
gress also was investigating various matters regarding the Presi- 
dent? 

Mr. Barry. I wasn’t aware of that. I mean, I don’t know. I 
don’t 

Mr. Barr. OK. Is it your testimony that, even as you sit here 
today, you’re not aware of that? 

Mr. Barry. I’m not exactly sure what the question is. I mean, I 
don’t know what’s going on in Congress all the time. 

Mr. Barr. A lot of us up here don’t, either. I certainly wouldn’t 
hold you to that standard. 

My concern is — and I think both counsels know what our concern 
here is, and that is with regard to obstruction of justice, which in- 
cludes intimidation of witnesses, although some of the Federal stat- 
utes don’t require that a pending proceeding actually be — or that 
a proceeding actually be pending. Various other provisions of Title 
18 do, with regard to obstruction. 

I think the record will reflect that those that caused the intimi- 
dation or the feelings of intimidation — the pressure, the threats, 
however you all want to characterize them, or however a prosecu- 
tor might want to characterize them — in fact took place in the con- 
text of pending proceedings. 

These are all matters — and I know Ms. Hall is here in the audi- 
ence, although has not been called as a witness, but I believe she 
also would testify that these matters were those under consider- 
ation, and very likely were the — perhaps the reason behind the 
pressure, the intimidation, or the tactics used by Mr. Lindsay and 
others, and that it was not simply to protect all of us from the 
media. 

I suppose we’ll get into this later. I know Mr. Lindsay will be 
here, but I appreciate — although Ms. Hall is not a witness, I appre- 
ciate her taking the time to be here so that she can benefit from 
the testimony also. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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I want to thank the witnesses. Let me just say, before I start 
some questions, that we appreciate your coming forward and also 
cooperating with us, the committee. Unfortunately, we’ve had a his- 
tory, as you’ve heard some of the other Members refer to, of trying 
to conduct investigations and oversight, which is our responsibility, 
and I think one that goes to the heart of really our structure and 
system of government being so successful that there is continually 
oversight by Congress looking at what the executive branch is 
doing. 

As you’ve also heard, we’ve had a lot of difficulty. Sometimes we 
get pieces of the puzzle. We’ve had over 120 witnesses either flee 
the country or take the fifth amendment. We’ve gone down dif- 
ferent paths, as you’ve read in the paper, only to find that docu- 
ments disappear, and suddenly sometimes reappear and never ap- 
pear, so we don’t get the whole picture. And it does give us great 
concern when we hear of missing e-mails, and there may be some 
legitimate technical explanations for those documents not being 
produced, but it does raise us questions. 

The major question I have is — and some of this has been alluded 
to — all of you that were involved in this process were aware that 
there was an independent counsel, there were congressional inves- 
tigations seeking materials. Is that correct? 

Ms. Lambuth, maybe we could start with you. You were aware 
of that? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Mica. And you were aware of that, Mr. Spriggs? 

Mr. Spriggs. Yes, I was aware of it. 

Mr. Mica. And the rest? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. 

Ms. Golas. Yes. 

Mr. Hawkins. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. My next question would be: was there any — were 
you under the belief that there was any intent to stop any of this 
information from being revealed or being provided, either to this 
committee or to the independent counsel or anyone else who was 
seeking it? Do you think there was any attempt? 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, as I had mentioned a little earlier, yes, I do 
believe. Initially we felt that they just wanted to figure out how 
they were going to let the public know that additional mail mes- 
sages were found. I later, for sure — and I thought the rest of the 
team had, but I definitely felt, through the stalling and, as was 
pointed out a few minutes ago, Mr. Barry even felt that there was 
some stalling going on in revealing these other documents, and 
that nothing was being done on this particular project as far as 
where do we go now, what the next direction should be, getting the 
equipment in, and I do — I definitely do feel that there was some 
stalling. 

Mr. Mica. Well, do you feel this was sort of an evolutionary sort 
of getting to a stall? Was it — Mr. Spriggs, you are shaking your 
head yes and no. 

Mr. Spriggs. The question of a stall, we were all frustrated by 
the complexity of the technical problems that are required to fix 
this. The 
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Mr. Mica. But once you — OK, there’s the first part of being tech- 
nically able to provide this. And at what point was that reached? 
Was that a few months afterwards, or is this still 

Mr. Spriggs. From my point of view, it hasn’t stopped yet, sir. 

Mr. Mica. It hasn’t stopped yet? 

Mr. Spriggs. Yes. I mean, there continues to be technical issues. 
When we have meetings, and when we — when the White House 
was informed that there was going to be this newspaper article 
that came out, we gathered to talk about what we were going to 
do to solve this problem. Let’s get the technical heads together and 
let’s talk about, you know, what’s going on. And we began again 
to talk about the technical issues. 

Obviously, we got sidetracked because of the article that came 
out and the discussions of time lines, but the technical issues, 
themselves, continue to be knotty, difficult problems. 

We had 

Mr. Mica. So you’re saying before the committee today that you 
still aren’t able to produce these e-mails as of today? 

Mr. Spriggs. As of today we cannot. 

Mr. Mica. You cannot. And we had Mr. Haas testify that he did 
search for certain e-mails and found — you said you had 500 of one 
and a bunch of another on a matter; is that correct? 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct. That was a manual search, just as you 
would look through your own mail file. That’s not acceptable to 
ARMS. The return is literally you see a screen full of documents. 
Of course, you can print them, but even that 

Mr. Mica. When you got that information, you gave it to who — 
that you had some of this information? 

Mr. Haas. The Monica Lewinsky printouts? That went to 

Mr. Mica. Whatever you found. 

Mr. Haas. Yes. That went to Betty Lambuth. 

Mr. Mica. And then you 

Ms. Lambuth. I gave the Monica Lewinsky printouts to Mark 
Lindsay. 

Mr. Mica. And you don’t know what happened to them after- 
wards? 

Ms. Lambuth. No. And any of those e-mails can just be printed 
out. 

Mr. Mica. But somehow you had the feeling that this went be- 
yond just not being technically able to acquire the information to 
a different phase; is that correct? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, I did. Again, because I could never get my 
questions answered as being a supervisor so I could give direction 
to my team, I couldn’t get answers to questions that I had. As I 
had mentioned previously, I was removed from the contract. I was 
one of the people that had history on this particular Project X, and 
nothing was done by the Government people that knew I had this 
information and to continue to do the continuity of guidance 

Mr. Mica. At what point were you removed? 

Mr. Burton. I’m sorry. The gentleman’s time has expired. We’ll 
come back for a second round, Mr. Mica. We’ll come back in just 
a little bit. 

Mr. Hutchinson. 
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Mr. Mica. Can she answer at what point she was removed, just 
so we have a complete record? 

Mr. Burton. What’s that again? 

Mr. Mica. At what point she was removed was the question. 

Mr. Burton. At what point were you removed? 

Ms. Lambuth. I was removed in July. 

Mr. Burton. Of? 

Ms. Lambuth. 1998. 

Mr. Burton. 1998. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Hutchinson. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to look back and sort of put this in context, or examine 
it in that sense, all that was happening in 1998 whenever you were 
concerned about the searches and the technical problems. 

In January 1998 — you all read the newspapers? I mean, it was 
an explosive atmosphere. You had the public stories about the inde- 
pendent counsel, about Monica Lewinsky, as to what was going to 
be leading up to August 1998, and during that time you were told 
to conduct these searches based upon certain subpoenas. 

Now, did anyone see the subpoenas, or were you all just told this 
is what you need to search for? 

Mr. Haas. When we get subpoenas — if these are subpoenas that 
we’re getting, an e-mail is circulated through to all of the EOP, and 
it just basically states the fact that they’re looking for documents 
related to, in the case of Monica Lewinsky, Monica Lewinsky, and 
please produce them. We don’t see the physical subpoena in its true 
written format. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Do they explain to you in that directive as to 
who issued the subpoena, whether it be the independent counsel or 
grand jury or a committee of Congress? 

Mr. Haas. I don’t recall reading any information pertaining to 
that. It may state that in the beginning, but I cut to the chase and 
try to find the information. 

Mr. Hutchinson. But you knew that you were trying to comply 
with subpoenaed information, either from the independent counsel 
or for some other body? 

Mr. Haas. When I personally receive one, yes, but again I state 
we don’t search our mail files, ourselves. That is theoretically done 
automatically, and in this case it was missed because of the glitch. 

Mr. Hutchinson. But you felt concerned about it at some point 
when you understood the glitch, that you went through manually 
to see what you could find in some files. 

Mr. Haas. I was requested to specifically look for Monica 
Lewinsky in these specific mail files. I was directed to do that. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Who directed you to do that? 

Mr. Haas. Betty Lambuth presented me with a note with some 
names on it that was given to her by someone, and I proceeded to 
follow that note. And then, at a later point, they suggested I look 
in Ashley Raines and Betty Currie’s mail file, and that’s when I 
found the documents, within minutes of being handed the note. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And you provided those documents to Ms. 
Lambuth? 
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Mr. Haas. Well, initially I just reported the findings, and then 
after that I was — she took that information and went wherever she 
goes with it. They came back later and asked me to please set up 
a work station that I could print those on paper and present them 
to her. Yes. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Ms. Lambuth, you received this information. 
What did you do with it? 

Ms. Lambuth. When I received this information, I either gave it 
to Ms. Crabtree or Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And you 

Ms. Lambuth. And I don’t remember in which case I gave what 
information to whom, except I know I took Monica Lewinsky’s over 
to Mr. Lindsay at the old Executive Office Building. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And did you believe that these searches were 
important? 

Ms. Lambuth. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Hutchinson. Did you believe that these searches that you 
were doing were important? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. Hutchinson. You knew that they had some legal impact be- 
cause you were complying with a subpoena? 

Ms. Lambuth. Correct. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And there are two issues here. I mean, one, 
you’ve got to fix the technical problem. You’ve got to comply with 
the law in terms of the public records, and then you also have sub- 
poenaed information in an investigation that is going on by the 
independent counsel. 

Was this part of the reason that you were going to Starbuck’s to 
meet? I mean, this was not simply an ordinary technical problem; 
am I correct? 

Ms. Lambuth. That is correct. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Now, did you ever consider a broader respon- 
sibility? I mean, you were told and basically threatened by the — 
Mr. Lindsay that — “Don’t talk about this.” Did you believe that you 
might have a broader responsibility to the public to mention this 
to someone? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, I did. As I said, though, I was only on this 
project for a short period of time. I had some knowledge, because 
I guess it was basically 6 weeks that they left me on the project 
before they removed me. They removed me from that project. 
But 

Mr. Hutchinson. Was this the nature of some of the discussions 
at Starbuck’s? And I’ll go to someone else, if you want to comment 
on this. 

Ms. Lambuth. Most — yes, most of our discussions were over in 
the park. We went to Starbuck’s a couple of times. But it was basi- 
cally how are we going to handle these issues. When we found out 
other bits of information, what was our next approach going to be? 
How was the best way to handle it? What kind of information did 
we need to turn over and ask the Government for? 

Mr. Hutchinson. Let me interrupt you there — and anyone else 
can comment on this. The people who participated in these meet- 
ings in the park where you had discussions about, one, you had a 
technical problem. And I’m interested also just as to what the 
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thinking was at that time. Was there concern about the public in- 
terest, about the independent counsel and whether this is a cover- 
up? Was there any discussions about that as to the seriousness of 
this matter and the importance of it? 

Mr. Haas. That was not typically the purpose of our meeting out 
there. We would go offsite to the park, as she mentioned, to have 
technical discussions. And I don’t believe at any time during any 
of the offsite meetings we discussed the fact that the public wasn’t 
going to be made aware of this. We were really working the tech- 
nical detail of the problem. We weren’t out there having offsite dis- 
cussions about the global problem. We were fixing specific details. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Does everybody agree with that? 

Ms. Golas. Yes. We weren’t provided any place that we could go 
to work, and so this was our place where we would go to have dis- 
cussions. We didn’t have any equipment, so we really couldn’t do 
a whole lot of testing, so it was really difficult for us to come away 
with any conclusions in any one period of time, so we had a num- 
ber of meetings. 

Mr. Hutchinson. I yield to Mr. Souder for 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s 

Mr. Souder. But it is important, because earlier on the record 
they all said that they privately had speculated about the things 
that Mr. Hutchinson is asking. 

You said you had private discussions speculating about what was 
in these documents, whether these documents might be called, and 
you all pretty much said that earlier. 

Mr. Spriggs. Just to clarify, we were not ignorant of the things 
that were going on around us, but the focus of our attention — I 
mean, we are there to solve a technical problem, but we are not 
ignorant of or ignoring the broader implications of these things. It 
is that, from our point of view, we are — we have a certain function 
to provide here, and I don’t give counsel to the President and I 
don’t — you know, those broader issues are Government issues. It’s 
Government’s responsibility to do certain things. And they tasked 
me to do specific technical things for them. They don’t ask me, they 
don’t hire me to be a consultant in a broader context, as you seem 
to be expressing. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll have another round in just a moment. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. We’ll come back in just a few minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to make several observations about the testimony so far. 

There are times when members of this panel are hoping for spe- 
cific testimony to be delivered, but we can’t reach conclusions based 
on what we hope you’ll say. We’re limited, or we should be limited, 
by the facts. The facts are some things we know and some things 
we are hearing from you to illustrate for us what the facts are. 

I think one objective fact is that there is a disagreement among 
members of this panel as to whether jail was threatened. It is clear 
to me that Mr. Haas honestly believes that it was said to him that 
he could go to jail if the information were made public. Others 
don’t recall it, but 

Ms. Lambuth. I recall it. I stated for 
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Mr. Waxman. Excuse me. I didn’t say that you didn’t. I said some 
people recall it, others do not recall it. Let me just put it this way: 
some of you think that you were threatened with jail if you told 
the information, others don’t. Ms. Lambuth certainly does. Mr. 
Haas sincerely believes it. As I understand, Ms. Salim doesn’t re- 
call it. 

Ms. Golas, what was your testimony? 

Ms. Golas. I believe that they used the word “jail” in reference 
to not complying. 

Mr. Waxman. Is it fair to say that what all of you do understand 
is that Mr. Lindsay wanted to keep this matter quiet? Is that a fair 
statement? Does anybody disagree with that? 

[Heads nodding affirmatively.] 

Mr. Waxman. OK. You’re all shaking your head. 

Mr. Hawkins. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Now, Ms. Lambuth has said that she thinks 
the e-mails involved Filegate, campaign finance abuse, sale of Com- 
merce Department trade secrets, improper activities by the Presi- 
dent. Is that right, Ms. Lambuth? 

Ms. Lambuth. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. And she also said her source for that information 
was Mr. Haas. Now, Mr. Haas has denied ever telling her that the 
e-mails involved Filegate, campaign finance abuses, sale of Com- 
merce Department trade secrets, etc. Is that right, Mr. Haas? 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. OK. So we have a conflict of testimony as to that 
whole issue. 

Now, on the question of the White House response, Ms. Lambuth 
seems to disagree with everyone else on the panel about whether 
Mr. Lindsay was dragging his feet. 

Ms. Lambuth, you were terminated by Mr. Hawkins in July 
1998. 

Mr. Hawkins. That’s not correct. 

Mr. Waxman. She was not terminated in 1998? 

Mr. Hawkins. No, sir, she was not. Northrop Grumman does not 
terminate our subcontract employees. I removed her from the con- 
tract for several reasons, not just this one reason. 

Mr. Waxman. What were the reasons? 

Mr. Hawkins. Failure to follow management directives, failure to 
stay within compliance of the contract, failure to be able to work 
cohesively with her direct manager. 

Mr. Waxman. And that was July 1998? 

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, sir, it was. 

Ms. Lambuth. I was threatened not only by the Government — 
I mean, I was threatened two different ways. I was threatened that 
if I did talk I would end up in jail and be fired — be fired and end 
up in jail, and I was also threatened by Mr. Hawkins that if I 
didn’t talk to him that I would be removed from the contract and 
he would try to get me removed from CEXEC. 

Mr. Hawkins. Can I respond to that? That is absolutely untrue, 
absolutely, positively untrue. She was never threatened with her 
job. I cannot do that. That was not within my roles and responsibil- 
ity. Her manager and I had several conversations prior to this 
event about removing her from the contract, and that is for the 
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record — several discussions. So this was just the straw that broke 
the camel’s back. 

When Ms. Lambuth was called back to EOP the evening that I 
found out, she did not want to come back. I asked her to come 
back. 

Ms. Lambuth. That is not correct. 

Mr. Hawkins. Let me finish, please. 

Ms. Lambuth. Sorry. 

Mr. Hawkins. I then very specifically asked her what was going 
on. She told me she could not do that. I reminded her of our re- 
sponsibilities as contractors to the U.S. Government that the COTR 
and only the COTR could direct our work force, and that had to 
come through the program manager. 

Under no circumstances was she told that she was going to be 
fired or terminated. That was never said. 

Ms. Lambuth. I disagree with that, obviously. 

First of all, I talked to Sandy before I ever talked to Steve, and 
I told Sandy just to hang tough, I was on my way back. Then I 
talked to Mr. Hawkins and told him I was on my way back. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me ask 

Ms. Lambuth. When 

Mr. Waxman. Excuse me, because my time is just about over and 
the chairman said he’s going to indulge me because we’ve indulged 
other Members with a few extra minutes, but what I don’t under- 
stand, Ms. Lambuth, is you thought you were being told you were 
going to go to jail if you made any information public, but you also 
said you thought that the White House was trying just to correct 
the problem and then later you reached a different conclusion. 

That sounds to me somewhat inconsistent. Can you clarify that? 

Ms. Lambuth. No. What I said was that we were threatened that 
if any of us talked we would lose our jobs, we would be arrested, 
and we would go to jail, and I truly believed that. 

Mr. Waxman. But you thought the White House 

Ms. Lambuth. In the beginning — may I finish? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes, but you thought the White House 

Ms. Lambuth. In the beginning 

Mr. Waxman. But you thought the White House was 

Ms. Lambuth [continuing]. When I started working with Mr. 
Lindsay on this project, we and I, myself, but the team really felt 
that they were trying to come up with a method of introducing this 
to the public. I did state — and I still believe it to this day — that 
they started dragging their feet for any of this to take place, to re- 
veal to the public that this was — in fact, that these e-mails had 
been found and to allow us to come up with a way to produce these 
e-mails. 

Mr. Waxman. Just for the record, if you left in July 1998, you 
weren’t there when presumably you think the White House was 
dragging their feet 

Ms. Lambuth. No. They were dragging their 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. Because that was afterwards. 

Ms. Lambuth [continuing]. Feet before I left, because I couldn’t 
get any answers on this particular project. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 
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Mr. Hawkins. Mr. Waxman, could I elaborate one point? To col- 
laborate the truth of any statements, Ms. Kathy Gallant can sub- 
stantiate our conversations between Ms. Gallant and myself about 
the reasons Betty was removed from EOP. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Thank you. 

Mr. LaTourette, I have not used my first round after the initial 
30 minutes. I will yield to you because you have to go manage the 
floor. You’re going to be managing the floor on the House? 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you. I 

Mr. Burton. So we’ll yield to you for your second round, then I’ll 
come back and do my first. 

Mr. LaTourette. I thank everyone for the courtesy. I have to go 
preside over the budget proceedings at 2. 

We sort of diverted into a discussion about why Ms. Lambuth — 
I don’t care, to be honest with you. 

I would like to go to Ms. Golas for a minute. You don’t appear 
to be — having watched you here — the insubordinate type, and so 
I’m curious about how it is you reached the conclusion to be in a 
position where your supervisor, Mr. Hawkins, considered you to be 
insubordinate. Could you describe that? How did that happen? 

Ms. Golas. Well, I came out of a meeting. I was in my office 
working on a problem. The COTR came in and — with another one 
of the Government workers. We had a problem that I had been 
working on simultaneously, and he started to ask me what was 
going on, and I said, “I’m working on a couple problems.” And he 
said, “Well, I need you to stop and fix this.” And I said, you know, 
“I’m working on these other things, too.” And he said, “Well, what 
are you working on?” So I explained to him that I was working on 
another something else, and something I couldn’t go into any de- 
tails with him. 

And then he got really abrupt and said, “Tell me what you’re 
working on.” I said, “I’m not at liberty to say anything.” 

So he said, “I want you to go down — come right down with me 
to Steve’s office.” So he followed me down — so I followed him down 
to Mr. Hawkins’ office, at which point he tried to explain to Mr. 
Hawkins what was going on, and then he — of course, Steve didn’t 
have any idea. Nobody had any chance to really say anything. 

And the next thing you know, Steve was yelling at me because 
the COTR was trying to give me orders to do something and I’m 
confused and perplexed. I was doing, I felt, what was, I believed, 
investigative work for a problem. I didn’t believe it was out of 
scope. I felt uncomfortable that the COTR was in my office trying 
to give me direction. 

And so now I’ve got the COTR, who I’m not supposed to tell what 
I’m doing, and I have Steve standing in front of me yelling at me, 
and I just finally — he said, you know, ‘You’re bordering on being 
insubordinate.” And I just said, “Well, if it’s a choice of being insub- 
ordinate or going to jail, I guess I’ll be insubordinate.” 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And that’s what I want to get to, that you 
felt compelled, as a result of this set of circumstances, to say, 
“Look, I don’t want to be insubordinate, but if I’ve got to choose be- 
tween being insubordinate to you or going to jail, I am going to 
take being insubordinate to you.” 
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And how did you — you came to that conclusion as a result of the 
conversations that you would have had with Ms. Crabtree and Mr. 
Lindsay? 

Ms. Golas. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. You were concerned and fearful that if you dis- 
cussed with 

Ms. Golas. I was very concerned. I’ve worked in environments 
before where things were classified. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. 

Ms. Golas. It’s not necessarily all for your manager if he doesn’t 
have the same classification to know everything that you were 
doing all the time. 

Mr. LaTourette. Right. 

Ms. Golas. So I didn’t find it unnatural to be in this kind of a 
situation. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And I — have I misread you? I don’t — 
you’re not the insubordinate type, are you? This was a tough spot 
for you to be in, wasn’t it? 

Ms. Golas. No. I’m not usually, I don’t believe. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Well, Mr. Hawkins is shaking his head, 
too, so I guess we’ll take that that you’re not. 

Mr. Hawkins, that takes me to you. Obviously, you then became 
concerned as a result of this, and maybe some other things that oc- 
curred, and concerned enough to go see Mr. Lindsay and Ms. 
Crabtree? 

Mr. Hawkins. I was summonsed to Mr. Lindsay’s office by Mark 
Lindsay. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And was this the subject of the conversa- 
tion — that is that, you know, “Hey, what, in fact, is going on? The 
people that are under my supervision are saying they can’t talk to 
me?” 

Mr. Hawkins. I’ll characterize it as they wanted to know why I 
interfered. Ms. Laura Crabtree was in the room at first, and she 
basically accused me of interfering. 

Mr. LaTourette. And let me stop you there. When you talked 
to the majority staff, I believe, you recall a comment being made 
to you by Ms. Crabtree that everything was fine before you stepped 
in. 

Mr. Hawkins. Absolutely. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is that a direct quote from Ms. Crabtree to 
you? 

Mr. Hawkins. That was a direct quote. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And at this time were you aware what the 
problem was, that there was this e-mail e-server problem? 

Mr. Hawkins. No, sir. I didn’t have any idea, other than I had 
a COTR breathing down my neck, I had a CO — the contracting offi- 
cer — telling me to stay in bounds of my contract. And, first of all, 
as I told Mr. Lindsay, my contract was with the U.S. Government 
and it was not with Mr. Lindsay nor was it with Ms. Posey. 

Mr. LaTourette. Did you ask either of these folks if they had 
threatened these employees with jail, and, if so, why? 

Mr. Hawkins. I did not go into that at that time. No. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. I thank you very much. 

Mr. Hawkins. Right. 
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Mr. Burton. Did you go into it at any time with them? 

Mr. Hawkins. No. After I stood my ground with Mr. Lindsay, we 
didn’t talk. 

Mr. Burton. You never said anything to them about the threats? 

Mr. Hawkins. I did say it to Jim Wright, the COTR. 

Mr. Burton. And what did you say to him? 

Mr. Hawkins. I told him I didn’t like the employees being threat- 
ened. I also mentioned it to 

Mr. Burton. How was your understanding that they were being 
threatened? 

Mr. Hawkins. Well, Mr. Bob Haas, when he came down to the 
office with Sandy — and I’ll go on the record, Sandy would never 
have been cited for insubordination. She was put in a very difficult 
situation. But Mr. Haas was the person who told me that these e- 
mails were very important to the political and the subpoena issues 
going on at the time, and I personally had the discussions with 
Dale Helms, the contracting officer, and Jim Wright in telling them 
that I felt, because of the importance of the subpoenas that we had 
been requested to turn over all our documents pertaining to the 
President and Monica Lewinsky, that this could lead to further 
problems for Northrop and our employees. And I stood my ground. 

Mr. Burton. So you told him, “I don’t want you threatening my 
employees?” 

Mr. Hawkins. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. OK. But you knew that there had been a threat of 
jail? 

Mr. Hawkins. That came from Mr. Bob Haas. I did not — I have 
no personal knowledge of the threats being given to them by either 
of the parties. 

Mr. Burton. But you heard that from Mr. Haas? 

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Haas, did you ever go to the office of Sheryl 
Hall to discuss Project X? 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever tell Sheryl Hall that you were afraid 
for your life? 

Mr. Haas. Afraid for my life? No. Afraid of going to jail, yes. 

Mr. Burton. You never told her you were afraid or feared for 
your life? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Did you ever provide her with any documents 
relating to Project X? 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. And why did you 

Mr. Haas. She had requested. 

Mr. Burton. She requested the documents? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. I — in a working relationship such as we’ve had 
around the EOP, this was after the disclosure of — with Northrop 
Grumman’s lawyers and more or less pulled us out of the point 
where we didn’t have to believe we were under threat of jail, and 
Laura Crabtree had departed. Sheryl had asked me some questions 
and called me to her office and was asking about this because it 
seemed to be falling back under her purview, if you will. 
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At that point in time, she asked me for copies of the list, which 
is the 525 typed list, and I gave her what I had. 

Mr. Burton. So you gave her, what, 525 

Mr. Haas. This list that is here 

Mr. Burton. But she asked for the list and you gave it to her? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Did you ever save any search responses or 
records on another electronic media, such as a zip drive? 

Mr. Haas. Just the stuff I saved for the people with the subpoena 
right now last week. I’ve never saved it on a zip drive for anybody. 

Mr. Burton. Never saved it on a zip drive or any kind of elec- 
tronic device that you might have had at home or something? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. I don’t have a zip drive — I have a zip drive 
at home that is currently broke, but I don’t have any — I just re- 
cently got a zip drive at work to record these documents last week, 
but I don’t 

Mr. Burton. The one at home, though, doesn’t have any informa- 
tion on it? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. And you never took any information home with you 
or anything and kept it? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever offer to Sheryl Hall 

Mr. Haas. I did not have that computer at the time this hap- 
pened, by the way. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Did you ever offer to Sheryl Hall that she 
could view any of the search results from searches that you per- 
formed? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You never did? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. The documents in which I searched — as I re- 
lated to you, I read those two documents. The rest of it was turned 
over in paper format and went to wherever it went. 

Mr. Burton. So you never offered Sheryl Hall that she could 
read any of the search results from the searches you performed? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever tell Sheryl Hall anything to the effect 
that if the results of the e-mail searches became known, the results 
of the investigations would be different and other people would go 
to jail? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. If anything related to that, we may have had 
conversation, as we commonly did in her office, that if any of the 
stuff that was subpoenaed, like Filegate and that, were to show up 
in the search after all the documents were unloaded into the ARMS 
system, that it would be a real boondoggle, or something like that, 
but it was conjecture. It was not matter of fact. I know of no docu- 
ments that exist in that format. 

Mr. Burton. Does any e-mail actually reside on the PCs of the 
White House users, or does it all actually reside on the servers? 

Mr. Haas. There was at one point, right prior to finding the prob- 
lem — we were running out of disk space on Mail2. There was an 
active project to replace Mail2 for improved disk space. And at that 
point in time, a group of programmers that worked with me would 
put together a methodology for archiving these huge files that were 



98 


on the server to their local C drive and then deleting some of the 
mail off of the server copies so that they could still have their 
more-or-less referential copy available to them. 

Mr. Burton. But the vast majority was on the outside server, 
not on the PCs, right? 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct. One of the very first things that hap- 
pened when we discovered this issue about the non-records man- 
agement was I suggested that they stop immediately allowing peo- 
ple to archive to their hard drive, because that followed with delet- 
ing the documents off the server, and I didn’t want that to happen, 
either. 

Mr. Burton. Therefore, if someone searched their PC in response 
to a subpoena, they wouldn’t capture any of the e-mail that was on 
the Mail2 server; is that correct? 

Mr. Haas. Other than those people that had made archived cop- 
ies on their machine, which there were a few, that should have 
searched it, as well as part of the requirement, they would not nor- 
mally search their server. 

Mr. Burton. So the fact of the matter is, then, that there is a 
lot of this that was not on the personal PCs that these people have; 
it’s all on that outside server. 

Mr. Haas. Yes. I would say 98 percent of it is on the server. 

Mr. Burton. OK. I thank the gentleman. 

Who is next? I think Mr. Souder. 

Mr. Souder. Thank you. 

I have a couple of followups that I have been trying to keep track 
of. 

Mr. Haas, you said early on that, when you had done the Monica 
requests on downloading her PC, that it would require special pro- 
gramming to cross-reference, that that was a very complicated 
thing and that it would require special programming? 

Mr. Haas. To search more than one file at a time would take pro- 
gramming. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Souder. And, as I understood, you said you were surprised 
that that request never came? 

Mr. Haas. Well, considered — the timeliness of the Monica 
Lewinsky search that I did manually coincided with just a few days 
before, I believe, she testified. I’m not sure, but it was coming up 
that somebody was testifying in the Monica Lewinsky case. And I 
thought it was pertinent that somebody would ask us to go in- 
depth. Once we found one, let’s find them all and come up with 
some method, but it never came. 

Mr. Souder. Because you suspected that there might be things 
there that wouldn’t be backed up elsewhere in the system? 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Souder. Could you explain why something — how that 
works? Why something would have been that you might have come 
up with something in that programming that wouldn’t be backed 
up anywhere else? 

Mr. Haas. If they were willing to accept the type of printouts like 
we had done when Betty was requested to print it out, that’s not 
an ARMS search. 

If you can imagine — if we searched that one file and found 400 
or 500 documents, let’s say we found 25 people, that’s a lot of paper 
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somebody has to read, and I don’t know — I assume that you have 
the resources to hire people to read it, but it is not the kind of for- 
mat you want. But I suspected if they went through and looked for 
it and they found a huge amount of it, it would be pertinent to the 
testimony. 

Mr. Souder. Because it wouldn’t be anywhere else? 

Mr. Haas. I have no way of knowing that it is not anywhere else. 
All I can refer to is the fact that in all of these mail files I looked 
through, I found significant numbers of documents showing in a 
view that said they never made it to ARMS. If they made it 
through secondary and third-level processes, I have no way of 
knowing that. 

Mr. Souder. We are going to hear, apparently, in the second 
panel that all this stuff was available elsewhere. How would they 
know if they — if your search on that limited number of Monica doc- 
uments is the only thing that they checked? 

Mr. Haas. I would have no knowledge of how they would sit here 
and testify to that. 

Mr. Souder. Is it plausible that everything — in other words, 
what you describe as a programming method, they could have 
checked Monica and campaign financing or trace different names — 
John Huang, Charlie Trie, anything we wanted to? Is it plausible 
that everything — that this missing gap, which I understand that’s 
small, that is incoming e-mails that aren’t CC’d to anybody else, is 
it plausible that every one of those incoming e-mails is backed up 
somewhere else in the system? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. They are on that server, and, unless there is 
a process to search them, they won’t be recovered, you know, taken 
all the criteria you gave me, and there’s no other system that will 
reach in and pull them out. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Barry. 

Mr. Barry. I think, Bob, you’re missing something about the fact 
that if the e-mail is in Betty Currie’s, for instance, e-mail file, and 
she gets the memo on her desk to search relative to the subpoena, 
we — I know I always go through my e-mail file and search relative 
to a subpoena apart from an ARMS search. So she would — I’m as- 
suming maybe Bob is overlooking that. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Souder. We are getting to a crux of a real difficult question, 
but I want to ask another thing here, and that is: is it possible, 
based on the fact that, instead of following the normal kind of 
chain of command inside a civil — a contracted-out service that pre- 
viously had been Civil Service, and Schedule C appointees — that is, 
political appointees of the White House have now interjected them- 
selves in a contract process, and clearly now, in retrospect, cer- 
tainly stonewalled during a very critical time of 1996 to 1998, is 
it plausible, because of the way I understand the backup system, 
is it that instead of the system scooping up these e-mails every few 
minutes, they were being duplicated at night in individual comput- 
ers many hours later. Is it plausible that, given the fact that politi- 
cal appointees had come in and now were knowledgeable of this, 
that other political appointees in the White House realized there 
wasn’t a backup system for a number of hours and, in fact, could 
hit a delete button? 
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In other words, if there was an e-mail you did not want to get 
and you didn’t want to keep it in your personal file that Mr. Barry 
was talking about, and you had knowledge that all of a sudden the 
system was down and you weren’t going to be backed up if you de- 
leted it in a short period, is it plausible that that information could 
have gotten out? 

Mr. Haas. The plausibility of that is, first of all, the general 
knowledge of being able to delete it before it was backed up, I don’t 
know that that information was disseminated outside of our floor 
of the building. 

Mr. Souder. But what about that Mark Lindsay knew? 

Mr. Haas. OK. That’s — it wasn’t disseminated by any of us. 

Mr. Souder. I’m not accusing you. I’m saying political 
appointees 

Mr. Haas. Is it — it’s plausible that a person could receive a docu- 
ment and hit the delete key and it not — if we just even talk about 
one single document, absolutely it’s possible. 

Mr. Souder. Because a fundamental question that the American 
people are having, and we in this panel, is, as I had read the Gov- 
ernment’s documents that came over here, and what we’re going to 
hear later today is, “Trust us.” I tell you what, the problem we 
have is the trust is gone, because it doesn’t prove anything, the fact 
that somebody could have deleted something, but, in fact, based on 
the history of what we are frustrated with, we are no longer willing 
to accept the trust that if, in fact, there was the ability to delete 
documents, then it is, to me, very disturbing, because the political 
appointees, in fact, all of a sudden have a potential motive for what 
happened in 1996, 1998. 

That’s different than proof, but the fact is that we don’t know. 

Mr. Barr [presiding], I thank the gentleman. 

The gentleman from Florida is 

Ms. Lambuth. Could I say something? 

Mr. Barr. Very briefly. 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. I was just going to say, if I remember cor- 
rectly, I think that there is, like, up to a 13-minute period in here 
that mail can actually be deleted before it is ARMS managed. 

Mr. Souder. That’s the normal. 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. Souder. But when the system is down, wasn’t it going to be 
a whole day, roughly, until that evening? 

Mr. Spriggs. To the extent that there actually were instances 
where we received e-mail messages from a postmaster account say- 
ing, “Because of disk space limitations, please delete mail mes- 
sages, please delete files.” We knew we had a disk space problem 
on Mail2 and others. I mean, I’m on Mail5. In our situation, we 
were actually given instructions, “Please delete these things be- 
cause we’re running into disk space problems.” 

Well, if you are on Mail2 and you received that instruction and 
you delete it, whether you are a political appointee or what, you 
just complied with a directive to delete mail messages. You thought 
they were records managed, but, in fact, they weren’t. 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman from Florida is recognized for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Well, it appears to me that you all had two basic missions. One 
was to fix the problem that had been uncovered; that’s correct? And 
some of you are technical and were trying to fix that problem; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Haas. We have never — we’ve stopped the bleeding. We have 
never fixed the problem. 

Mr. Mica. OK. But there was a problem. It wasn’t reporting 
these. 

Mr. Haas. That problem we fixed. 

Mr. Mica. That problem was fixed. OK. Then it appears that you 
had another role, which was to find — we’re pumping out subpoenas 
or requests for information, independent counsel, the Senate, and 
others, so some of you were involved in the find mission, and Mr. 
Haas has testified that you — and, Ms. Lambuth, you said you had 
given him specific requests to find documents; is that correct? 

Ms. Lambuth. That is correct. 

Mr. Mica. And so far the only thing — now, and then we were — 
we have been requesting different documents, like Filegate. You’ve 
said the Vice President’s campaign finance problems that we had 
asked — Waco, I guess, is another one, the sale of Commerce seats. 
Did you — and you have testified that you only were involved, Mr. 
Haas, in retrieving data on one that you are aware of. 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct. I have never received a request to look 
for anything but Monica Lewinsky. 

Mr. Mica. Did you, Ms. Lambuth, ask anyone else to look for any 
of these, or were they all on the fix mission and only Mr. Haas on 
the find mission? 

Ms. Lambuth. Mr. Haas was on the find mission, but Bob had 
stated a few minutes ago — and if I recall directly — there were four 
other names that were given that we were supposed to find some 
information on, including go into their mailboxes to find some in- 
formation on Monica, and one of those was Betty Currie. 

Mr. Mica. OK. That’s agreed on. But here we have the different 
folks asking for information. Were you just involved in fixing and 
nobody else beside Mr. Haas in finding anything? 

Ms. Lambuth. Mr. Haas — on this technical team that was in- 
volved with this, Mr. Haas was the correct person to do the find. 
He is — he was the Notes. 

Mr. Mica. So the only thing that you were doing, Mr. Haas, 
then — these requests were coming from us, and you only 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. No, sir. You’re misunderstanding this. During 
the beginning of the event, when we discovered an error, short on, 
they asked us — someone asked Betty to ask me to look in this spe- 
cific place for these specific files, which was the Monica Lewinsky. 
I found that and I’ve done no other searches. I’ve received no other 
request to do any searches, even to this day. 

Mr. Mica. For anything else — Filegate 

Mr. Haas. Other than my own, personal searches of my mail file 
that we do receive through the mail. But I’ve never been asked to 
go back through anything else other than my file as part of this 
project. 

Mr. Mica. What happened to the request? 

Ms. Lambuth. I don’t remember it that way. I definitely remem- 
ber the Monica Lewinsky request for searches, but I still believe 
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that there were other requests for searches not too long after that 
period. 

You know, we get about 20,000 mail messages, approximately 
20,000 mail messages a day. That’s a lot of mail messages. 

Mr. Mica. So there may be — now, the body from 1996, from Au- 
gust 1996 to November 1998, there could be a huge body then of 
e-mails that we’ve never seen or been requested or gone after? 

Ms. Lambuth. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. Is that correct? 

Mr. Haas. That’s correct. 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, that is correct. 

Mr. Mica. Are we talking about thousands? 

Ms. Lambuth. Hundreds of thousands. 

Mr. Haas. Nobody has ever counted them. We don’t know. 

Mr. Mica. But you were able to go by hand and get some things 
that were specifically requested, so there is a capability of going 
back to those records. Are those records still some place where 
somebody could go get them? 

Mr. Haas. We don’t know that, sir. They’re on — we suspect they 
are on tapes. The tapes have not been loaded and verified to see 
that those files still exist. But understand what you’re going to get 
in a given tape is the data that existed that moment. 

Mr. Mica. But again, that body, that huge body, there’s only a 
small number of requests that were complied with that you are tes- 
tifying to. There could be this huge volume in that timeframe, 
right, August 1996, to 1998. 

Now, after 1998, we’re — well, after 1998, I guess, November 
1998, it didn’t matter. 

And I think Ms. Nolan has testified that there are 3,400 tapes 
or something in here. Is that where that information would be? 

Mr. Haas. I would suspect so. 

Mr. Mica. And we think that that would have all the backup in- 
formation. But it is possible to go back and get some of the things 
we requested, even if it had to be done, say, by hand? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. But you could also take these tapes and key them for 
certain words and pull that information out, like we do on our com- 
puters now? 

Mr. Haas. One by one, by hand, yes. Sure. 

Mr. Mica. Ms. Golas. 

Ms. Golas. Yes. I think the thing that hasn’t really been brought 
out is that the mail messages aren’t individual files. OK? They are 
managed by Lotus Notes and they are in a data base, and each 
user has a data base of their own. So it’s not as easy as just go 
executing a search. 

Mr. Mica. So do we have two bodies? We have all of these tapes, 
and then we have on individuals, too, or are they combined? 

Ms. Golas. Each individual’s mail file, mail data base, is on the 
tape as a file. 

Mr. Mica. Yes. And you would think that would be complete? 
They didn’t have the ability to delete them, or they did have 

Mr. Haas. They did before it was backed up. 

Mr. Mica. So there may be a huge body, and then there may be 
a body of sort of missing 
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Mr. Barr [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

The Chair recognizes the Congressman from California for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Horn. I thank the gentleman. 

I think I am on the same task that Mr. Mica has been asking 
you. Let me get it in another way. 

Are the 500 people in the White House, OMB, etc., are they all 
connected with your particular servers and all; is that correct? Mr. 
Haas, let me ask you that. 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. It is not OMB, first of all, it is — OMB is on 
a second server. 

Mr. Horn. Executive Office of the President, then. 

Mr. Haas. Well, we have five servers, and different organizations 
are spread across those five servers. We’re mainly talking about 
the Mail2 server at this point. 

Mr. Horn. Now, let’s just take one person that is in the e-mail 
thing. Now, how much of a memory do they have in their particu- 
lar computer, or do you have the memory storage capacity? 

Mr. Haas. We have the grand total memory storage, which is 
shared among all users on the server, and it is totally uncontrolled. 
We have recently had people that exceeded a 1 gigabyte mail file 
just for their personal mail file, and it has caused us great prob- 
lem. The White House has decided not to restrict the mail space. 

Mr. Horn. So you’re telling me that a person that has the e-mail 
capacity through your program, they have how much memory, if 
any? 

Mr. Haas. They get it — everything they want. At the time that 
this server was put up, I think we had 14 gigabytes total, and now 
we’re somewhere in the neighborhood of 100 gigabytes of total disk 
space on Mail2, and it is up in the high end of the 80 percent full 
range. 

Mr. Horn. Well, do we know and do you have a general idea as 
to how much memory each person has and how much memory do 
they have in a file under your control? 

Mr. Haas. I have no clue what they have, themselves, on their 
personal machine, but on the computer — on the printout that I sub- 
mitted from that that they have in here as testimony, there is basi- 
cally a report that tells you how many messages they have in 
there, but it doesn’t tell you in disk space size how big it is. 

Mr. Horn. Now, do we know on your system, the way it is con- 
structed, the degree to which you need a backup tape every night? 
I’m from California. I’m used to earthquakes shaking computers. 

Mr. Haas. The Lotus Notes system and the backup tape system 
that is used on it aren’t totally compatible, so in that extent every 
time you run a backup on the mail system you get a complete 
backup. There is no such thing as — if you are familiar with the 
term “incremental backup,” an incremental nightly backup of a 
mail system is everything on that mail system. 

Mr. Horn. Right. 

Mr. Haas. And they were scheduled to be run every day, from 
what I understand from the server group that does that. Problems 
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came about with tape drives being bad and all that, so there are 
gaps in there, but I don’t have direct knowledge of that. 

Mr. Horn. Now, if they had a file in your system, would that be 
backed up in the evening before they go home? 

Mr. Haas. Yes, sir. No. Before they go home? No, sir. They’re 
backed up — it usually takes almost a 24-hour cycle to back the 
whole server up, so they’re going on during the day, during the 
night. Depends on what time of day the backup system got to your 
particular mail file. 

Mr. Horn. OK. But that is basically your process, to have a 
backup system and to run it, what, every 24 hours? 

Mr. Haas. It’s not my process, but it is an established process at 
the EOP to back up the mail servers every night, and my under- 
standing is if they can be done in a 24-hour cycle, they will be 
done. 

Mr. Horn. Now, Presidents usually like to build a Presidential 
library. To your knowledge, has the President said, “Hey, I want 
all of these things maintained?” This could be way before any of 
Travelgate, what not. But wouldn’t they be saying, “I’d like to see 
documents save, whether they be electronic or written?” Do you 
have that capacity? 

Mr. Haas. My understanding is that backup tapes are not used 
for that purpose at the White House; that the ARMS records are 
the record for the Presidential library, and that these tape 
backups — the whole tape backup scenario is only there for cata- 
strophic failure of hardware. It has nothing to do with NARA and 
Presidential libraries or anything else. It is there for recovery of a 
disaster. 

Mr. Horn. Well, OK. Say you had real problems in the electrical 
system in Washington, DC. Is the only thing you have those tapes 
that you run systematically, or do you have them in a cave some- 
where, which is what a lot of corporations do? 

Mr. Haas. I don’t know. We don’t take — none of us at this table 
administer that system. It’s done by what we call the “server 
group” at the EOP, but they’re not in a cave, to my understanding. 
I believe they are either in the basement of our building or that 
they are stored at an offsite site that is considered safe by stand- 
ards. 

Mr. Horn. Could a White House member scrub all of their files 
if they had the key of access to the file in your particular contract? 

Mr. Haas. Any mail user on our system can go in and delete 
their entire mail file at will any time, day or night. 

Mr. Horn. Now, what happens to that file? Say they delete it 
and they go and they have retired and they want to do something 
else. Can a new party take in a specified file, or is that too massive 
to identify? 

Mr. Haas. Are you talking about where a person replaces an- 
other person in their job? 

Mr. Horn. I’m saying one person decides to get out of there. 
They don’t want to see that system again, and they can take their 
file with them, and 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. We don’t allow that. We have no way to trans- 
port it. 
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Mr. Horn. Well, they could, you know, run a paper printout on 
their files. 

Mr. Haas. Yes, they’re entitled to. 

Mr. Horn. But I’m wondering, in the space of your computer op- 
eration, the next morning somebody is hired could they take that 
amount of space at all? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. Typically, there is a departure slip filled out 
by the person leaving the agency, for whatever reason. It goes 
through the normal processes and it is submitted to the security 
group to delete the account when they get to it. Sometimes they de- 
lete the account in a day, sometimes it sits out there for 6 months 
before it gets deleted, and only then — it takes 24 hours after that 
before that space becomes available again. 

Ms. Lambuth. Could I point 

Mr. Horn. Could that — as I understand it, the 

Mr. Burton [presiding], Mr. Horn, your time has expired. We’ll 
have one more round here. 

Ms. Lambuth. Could I add something to some known missing 
backup tapes? 

Mr. Burton. Sure. 

Ms. Lambuth. Shortly after Project X was made known as far as 
we discovered the problem, we were told — I was told — and I did 
confirm by going back and looking at tapes — that there were 6 
months of backup tapes that had been overwritten by some pre- 
vious backup processes. 

Mr. Burton. Explain why that was done real quickly. 

Ms. Lambuth. I don’t know why it was done, but there was a 6- 
month period of time in 1997 of backup tapes that were overwrit- 
ten, and I believe that those dates were from June or July 1997 
to November 1997. Those backup tapes were overwritten. 

The other thing that the committee might want to be aware of 
is that there is a very short shelf life. When I’m saying “short shelf 
life” on tapes, I’m talking a couple of years — 2, 2V2 years of shelf 
life on tapes before they start to disintegrate. So that needs to be 
known, also. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, I think that dialog shows that the FBI 
does — and I know it has the capability to find out what was on the 
previous tape, and it seems to me if you can find some of the tapes 
there they could be gone through. 

Mr. Burton. We will pursue that. We’ll see if those tapes can be 
looked at, even though they have been overwritten. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Going back, Mr. Barry, to the incident report dated January 30, 
1998 — and I would ask unanimous consent to have that made a 
part of the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. What? 

Mr. Barr. I’d ask unanimous consent to have the document 
handwritten at the bottom, which was delivered to me by Mr. 
Barry just a little bit ago, dated January 30, 1998, 2:59 p.m., be 
made a part of the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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During the production of documents in response to the latest E-mail search request from WHO 
counsel I noticed a potential problem with the capture of E-mail traffic coming into the EOF 
Lotus NOTES system from the Internet. 

I performed a search of the -OA ARMS bucket and produced 3 E-mail records dated Dec 9 1 997 
all from EOPUSER 1 to INTERNETUSER 1. Where EOPUSER 1 represents a particular Lotus 
NOTES E-maii user within the EOF complex and INTERNETUSER 1 represents a particular 
external user outside the EOF complex. 

From the content of the E-mail it was clear that during the course of the day there had been an . 
exchange ofE-mail both to and from each of the 2 pepole, however my E-mail search did not 
reveal the incoming messages from INTERNETUSER. 1. * 

1 performed the search of the E-mail OA bucked for December several times looking for the • 
inbound messages but could not find them. I also performed the search of the DEFAULT bucket 
which is where mail goes of it cannot be determined to what agency an addresse belongs but I 
failed to find the inbound mail. 

I then had. Mr Spriggs (The E-mail administrator) pull the log of the FIREWALL system for Dec 
9 and search it for buth addresses i.e. EOPUSER] and INTERNETUSER 1. 

This log showed a trail consisting of 7 outbound e-mail messages from EOPUSERl to 
INTERNETUSER 1 and 6 incoming messages from INTERNETUSER 1 to EOPUSER? for that 
day. . - 

I then pulled the backup of the ARMS buckets from DEC 13 and restored it back to the system to 
see if I could find any of the 10 messages (13 - the 3 that were found as a result of the search) 
under the suspicion that the 10 messages that were not found by the search had been tagged as 
NON record and therefore would have been deleted by the ARMS system once they had been 
monitored and aged 3 weeks. 

From a search of this backup tape I was able to find all 7 outbound E-mail messages (Use 3 that 
were found by the original search and 4 that were tagged as NON record by the creator. 

EOPUSER i) and were therefore deleted. 

I was still unable to find any of the 6 outbound messages from that day. 

I have asked for information regarding backups of the Lotus Notes E-mail servers and Want to 
check the RECORDS_MANAGEMENT user on the NOTES side to see if we can figure out 
what happened. 

It is still not clear where the messages got lost. We know the inbound messages got to the 
firewall, We are fairly sure that the messages got to EOPUSERi’s mail account and we know 
these messages did not get to the ARMS system. We are not sure where the problem lies at this ' 
point. 

It is very difficult to determine if this is an. isolated incident that occurred onlu on this day for this 
user or whether it is a systemic problem that is and has been occurring all along but has remained 
undetected. 

There are plenty of other inbound messages from INTERNETUSERl that did make it to the 
ARMS system. 

C.-. \ Wof R \ A- ProbW^ VE rvoii^-c i 

i / 30 / <7 ? 

~l - S'? PM . 
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Mr. Barr. Now, I believe you testified, Mr. Barry, that this re- 
port you sent to Mr. Wright? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. And OA? 

Mr. Barry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And that was in late January 1998? 

Mr. Barry. Actually, the date that is on the document is what’s 
called a “modified date.” I’m not sure exactly when it was created. 

Mr. Barr. Approximately that time, though? 

Mr. Barry. Approximately, yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. In early 1998? 

Mr. Barry. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. There is another document here that was sent over — 
and maybe, Mr. Young, you can tell us what this document is. 
White House — W3, exhibit No. 7, talking points. Who prepared 
those talking points dated March 7, 2000? 

[Exhibit 7 follows:] 
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DRAFT 3/7/2000 2:32 PM 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 


Talking Points 
March 7, 2000 
E-mails 


Technical Errors 


Q: 

A: 


Q: 

A: 

Q: 


A: 


Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 


Q: 


Did the White Hour* fail to comply with subpoena requests by hiding relevant 
information from the independent counsel's office and two congressional committees? 

No. We make a good faith effort to comply with the hundreds of subpoena requests 
we’ve received. We've worked with many investigative bodies to provide them with the 
information they need. And as the American public knows, we've spent a huge amount 
of time and money doing that. 


Why weren't these e-mails searched? 

We can't say for sure that they weren't searched. 

Then what happened? j cvJr*.'. [ 

Incoming e-mails to certain individual users weren't recorded in the^ystem that we 
search when we respond to subpoena requests. ~ 

Why? 

Because of two technical errors. 


What happened? 

At two different times, Northrop-Grumman, an outside private contractor, miscoded 
certain users on the server. Because of these errors, the incoming e-mails sent to them 
weren't recorded in "ARMS," which is where computer records are stored and searched, 

[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 

What kinds of e-mails were affected? 


£ 3387 
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A: First of all, no documents of any kind created by EOF personnel were affected. Only 

incoming e-mails to certain White House Office personnel weren't recorded. 

[Background : If the White House Office recipient forwarded the e-mail to someone 
else, then it would have been recorded. Also, if the White House Office recipient replied 
attaching the original incoming e-mail, it would have been recorded.] 


Q: 

A: 


How many individuals were affected? 


The first error affected 526 individuaFusers, mostly White House Office personnel. The 
second error affected about 200yusers, all whose first names begin with the letter "D.” 


iT 


[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 


Q: What time period? 

A: The first error affected only incoming e-mails from August 1 996 to November I99S. The 

second error affected only incoming e-mails from November 1998 to May 1999. 


Affect oo Searches to Respond to Subpoena Requests 

Q: So, have these problems affected your searches for information in response to subpoena 

requests? 

A: Well, we know that they haven’t affected any e-mails or documents created by White 

House personnel. We do know, however, that because of these errors, incoming e-mails 
to certain users weren't stored in ARMS for a certain time period. We are still trying to 
see if these errors had any ^ffect on the searches that we did to respond to subpoena 
requests. «, 

Q: But if you didn't search these e-mails, you haven't really complied with all subpoema 

requests? 

A; That isn't really accurate. When we search for responsive materials, in addition to the 
ARMS search, all individual users are told to search their own computer records. So, a 
search should have covered everything on the server at that time, including any undeleted 
incoming e-mails. 

Q: What if they were deleted before the search of the server? 

A: Then it would be the same as someone tossing out a piece paper they didn't need 

anymore. 

- Q; Did you search the server to see if they're still there? 
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A: As we've told congressional committees and independent counsel, the server can only be 

searched manually, and we don't have the time or the funds to perform manual searches 
for every subpoena request. 

Q: If they're not on the server, are they lost forever? 

A: Not necessarily. Several times a day, a backup tape is made of the server. So, incoming 

e-mails that were on the server when a backup tape was made should still be on that tape. 
Also, when IS&T also made additional backup tapes of the server in November 1 998 and 
May 1999 to preserve any affected incoming e-mails. 

Restoration of E-mails 

Q: So, has anyone ever reviewed these e-mails? 

A: No one has reviewed all of these e-mails, 

Q; Why not? 

A: We'd have to manually search all of the backup tapes, and we don't have the funds or 

time to do it. 

Q: But what about the allegation that these e-mails contain information relevant to the 

Lewinsky, campaign finance, and other investigations? 

A: As I said, we haven't reviewed the backup tapes, so we don’t know if any new responsive 

information is on them. 

Q; Do you know how many affected e-mails are on these tapes? 

A: Again, we don’t know how many e-mails were affected because we haven't searched the 

backup tapes. 

Q: Are you going to redo all of these searches? 

A; Remember, we only search ARMS, not the server or the backup tapes. Redoing those 
searches of ARMS will produce nothing new for that time period because ARMS didn't 
record the incoming e-mails in the first place. 

Q: How about searching the backup tapes? 

A: The backup tapes can't be searched using keywords, which is how we search ARMS. 

Q; Is there any way to make the backup tapes searchable? 
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A: Back in 1 998, OA asked Narthrop-Grumman for an estimate just to study the problem. 

Noithrop-Grumman said it would cost $600,000. At that time, GA did not have the funds 
to do it. Also, OA's resources were focused on addressing possible Y2K problems. 

Q: Did OA ever get an estimate for what it would cost to restore all the incoming e-mails? 

A; It would cost about $ 1 .5 million and [TIME PERIOD] to inventory and catalogue all of 

the files on backup tapes. It would then cost another $8-9 million to restore the e-mails 
so that they can be searched by keywords. 

It would cost about $500,000 and [TIME PERIOD] to inventory and catalogue the files 
on the backup tape of all affected White House Office users. Then, it would cost about 
$1.5 million and at least a year to reconstruct the e-mails so that they can be searched by 
keywords. 

[CONFIRM NUMBERS] 

But even then, these searches may not produce any responsive information that has not 
already been produced by the White House or by the entity or person that sent the 
incoming e-mail. 

Allegation of Threats 

Q: Is it true that N-G employees were told that there was "a jail cell with their name on it" if 

they disclosed this problem to anyone? 

A: We haven't found anything to support this allegation. 

Q; What about allegations that N-G employees would lose their jobs if they said anything 
about it? 

A.' Again, our review hasn't shown that these kinds of threats were made. Besides, OA does 
not have the authority to fire employees of an outside contractor. 

Q: Was anyone trying to keep it a secret? 

A: No one was trying to keep it a secret. But until Office of Administration (OA) personnel 

fully understood the problem and notified White House senior staff, they did not want 
people working on it to talk to other people about it. In fact, there is an official memo 
from the Virginia Apuzzo, head of OA, to John Podesta, Chief of Staff, notifying him of 
the problem within days of her learning about it. 
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Discovery and Notification to White House Office 

Q: When did people find out about these errors? 

A: The first error was discovered in June 1 998. 

Q: Who discovered it? 

A: Northrop-Grumman people who were performing routine maintenance of the server. 

Q: How did they find out about it? 

A: When they looked at the server, they realized that there were incoming e-mails that had 

not been recorded. 

Q; What did they do? 

A: They told IS&T personnel, who told OA personnel. 

Q: Were people within the White House Office ever notified about this problem? 

A: Yes. Within a couple of days after OA became aware of the error, Virginia Apu 2 Zo. head 

of OA sent a memo to Chief of Staff John Podesta explaining the technical nature of the 
problem. That memo was also copied to then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff. 

Mark Lindsay, then-OA General Counsel and acting OA Chief of Staff, also met with 
Mr. Ruff and told him what he knew about the problem at that time. 

Q: What did they do about it? 

A: This problem came to the Counsel’s Office attention during the Lewinsky investigation, 

so it focused on finding out if the problem affected the Lewinsky-related searches. IS&T 
checked this by performing a limited manual search of the server to see if there were any 
new materials. 

Q: What did they find? 

A: The e-mails were duplicates of ones that had been produced before. 

Q: What about other searches? 

A: The Counsel’s Office understood that the problem existed in the context of the Lewinsky 

investigation, and not affecting previous or future searches. / 
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Mr. Young. Are you asking me to testify, Congressman? 

Mr. Barr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. YOUNG. I have no idea. 

Mr. Barr. You have no idea? 

Mr. YOUNG. No idea, sir. 

Mr. Barr. According, Mr. Barry, to White House exhibit No. 7, 
on page 5, by this apparently unknown author, there is a question 
posed to an unnamed recipient: “Were people within the White 
House office ever notified about this problem?” Answer: “Yes, with- 
in a couple of days after OA became aware of the error, Virginia 
Apuzzo, head of OA, sent a memo to Chief of Staff John Podesta.” 

Obviously, at least some people in OA — we don’t know who — 
were aware of it before then, because the memo that is referred to 
by this unknown author to an unknown recipient, for which Mr. 
Young professes no knowledge whatsoever, even though he is from 
OA, is dated June 19, 1998, White House exhibits 3 and 4. 

[Exhibits 3 and 4 follow:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


June 19, 1998 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PQDESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF CF STAFF 


FROM: 


VIRGINIA M. APUZZO 
ASSISTANT TO THE PR*ESlbENT ' FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 



SUBJECT: 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMSJ is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2". However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand- keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAII.2". Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include: 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messag es) 

Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOP users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOP senders as 
non-records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress . 


E 3374 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


June 19, 1998 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 


FROM: 


4.. APUZZO j (^fff 
TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 


VIRGINIA M. 

ASSISTANT TO THE PR'ESlt 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 


SUBJECT: Technical Anomaly. .in Automated 

E-Mail ..Records Management System 



The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability . 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and. retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with. an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2'*. However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand-keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2 ” . Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include: 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOF users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOP senders as 
non- records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress. 


E 3376 
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Mr. YOUNG. I am familiar with that document. 

Mr. Barr. Pardon? 

Mr. YOUNG. That document I am familiar with, your question. 

Mr. Barr. Hallelujah. 

The White House did address this issue, at least to some extent, 
in June, some 5 months later. 

What is also interesting is my information that just a few days 
before this memo on the record dated June 19th, which purports 
to address the problem, just a few days before that, on June 11th, 
there was, in fact, a message that instructed people to delete old, 
unneeded e-mails. 

This, I think, if I might speak for some of the other Members 
here, is why one — highlights one aspect of this that is so disturbing 
to us. Even though OA was aware of this problem early in the year, 
very early in 1998, apparently, for some reason — and it might have 
to do with subpoenas that were being issued or the Office of Inde- 
pendent Counsel’s work with regard to Ms. Lewinsky — and I think 
Mr. Souder was getting to this, also — the problem with deleting in- 
formation and e-mails during this particular window in time where 
there is no backup. 

On June 11th, White House people are directed to delete old, 
unneeded e-mails. Now, under certain circumstances, that might 
just be a coincidence, but it is very suspicious, because then, just 
a few days later, despite the fact that OA knew about this problem 
for many months, then they put something on the record purport- 
ing to say, “Hey, we have a problem and we ought to do something 
about it.” 

Does this strike you as odd, Ms. Lambuth, the timing of all of 
this? 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, I think it is odd, but we were definitely run- 
ning out of disk space, and I, personally, had gone to OA and, after 
talking with Bob and some other people, the fact that we were in 
critical way as far as space. 

One thing that you’ve got to realize about a server is if it runs 
out of space you can’t turn it off and bring it back up, because it 
is still out of space, so everything on that server is lost. 

It did take some doing to get permission to send out the e-mail, 
and it was worked before Virginia would even allow the e-mail to 
be sent out. 

If I remember correctly — I’m not sure it is on this one, but there 
were several that there were — when we would go in and finally 
were allowed to delete some mail messages for the people, would 
could only do it if it was prior to a particular date — I don’t remem- 
ber what any of those dates were — but we were in a critical situa- 
tion. 

If anything, I would say is, knowing what the situation for stor- 
age space was on the mail servers and knowing that there are no 
rules about people can only have a certain volume for storage for 
e-mail, that they can only keep so many e-mail messages, etc., that 
there should have probably been a little bit more done to secure ad- 
ditional servers or for storage space, because, again, if you run out 
of space you’ve lost everything and you won’t be able to get it back. 

Mr. Barr. Right. And, Mr. Haas, when did you do your search 
of the user names for e-mails from Monica Lewinsky? 
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Mr. Haas. For the documents? That was — we started this project 
on, I guess, the 15th — 12th to 15th, that timeframe, when we actu- 
ally started working. 

Mr. Barr. Of? 

Mr. Haas. June 1998. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Barr. June. 

Mr. Haas. June 1998. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Barr. June 1998, also? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. And I would guess it was probably 2 or 3 weeks 
into my work that they asked me to do it, so it was, what, some- 
where around June 30th that I was asked 

Mr. Barr. Somebody wanted to find out what was there? 

Mr. Haas. Specifically, I guess. I mean, why — they came down 
with a request to look for these and look here, so 

Mr. Barr. Was it around the same time files were being told to 
be deleted. 

Mr. Waxman. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. It seems like Mem- 
bers have 5 minutes and they ought to stay within it so we can 
give this panel a break and get on to the other two. 

Mr. Barr. I think the record will reflect those dates that they’re 
approximately the same time period. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I have some time. If we need, I’ll yield you my time. 

Mr. Souder. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Chairman, I’ve had two rounds. 

Mr. Burton. All right. Do you have further questions? This is 
the third round. Do you have any further questions? If not, 
we’ll 

Mr. Souder. Yes, I do have a couple of 

Mr. Burton. OK. This is going to be the last round for this 
panel. 

Mr. Souder. 

Mr. Souder. I wanted to repeat just for the record, on the 525 — 
I was going through the names — this includes Bruce [sic] Lindsay, 
Cheryl Mills, Betty Currie, Erskine Bowles, Doug Sosnik, Rahm 
Emanuel, Nancy Hernreich, John Podesta, Bruce Reid, Marsha 
Scott, Lanny Breuer, Sidney Blumenthal, Paul Begala, as well as 
the Presidential files. The 525 are not insignificant. We’ve dealt 
with these for the last number of years. In particular, we have 
been seeking information in 1996 to 1998. 

I also was particularly disturbed about this backup system and 
trying to understand it. I’m sure we’re going to debate that in the 
next couple of panels. 

I also wanted to followup on one thing that was said earlier 
today that I didn’t fully understand, and that is it seemed that the 
panel seemed to feel that the request by the White House counsel 
to let you look at the — to give him some time — maybe Mr. Hawkins 
could — well, you weren’t directly involved. Let me ask Ms. 
Lambuth, and I think several of the others of you said that you felt 
the request was not unreasonable that they wanted some time. I 
know Mr. Spriggs said that. 

Given the fact that — why would that not be unreasonable? In 
other words, why wouldn’t that be immediately reported that there 
was a problem with the system? Why would you have felt that you 
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had to go to a park across the street or to Starbuck’s anyway? I 
mean, if there’s a problem with the system, who would you be hid- 
ing from? 

Ms. Lambuth. I didn’t feel that it was unusual, knowing the cir- 
cumstances of all the subpoenas, for them to say, “OK, we acknowl- 
edge that there’s a problem.” As I said a few minutes ago, “Let’s — 
give us some time to see how we want to approach telling the pub- 
lic that we have found these additional e-mails.” 

I’ve also reiterated several times throughout the day that to me, 
especially, it became very apparent that that was not what the in- 
tent was. The intent was to basically stall this whole process, to 
keep it from happening, because I couldn’t get various things done, 
I couldn’t get meetings when I requested meetings with the people 
that were supposed to be the only ones that could even give me di- 
rection on that. 

Mr. Souder. So, as this time period drew out, you had doubts, 
but let me go back to the beginning. I still don’t fully understand 
why you felt you couldn’t discuss this on White House or in your 
work ground, why you had to go across the street. 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, Sandy said it, Ms. Golas said it a little bit 
earlier. We really had no space in which to work. We had none of 
the equipment that we really needed to do this, even though we 
had given them specs. 

Mr. Souder. Wait a second. I’m sorry. I need to followup. You’re 
saying that there was more space at a Starbuck’s and across the 
street in LaFayette Park than in the White House? I mean, this 
isn’t plausible. I mean, people are watching on TV. They’re going 
to watch the C-SPAN of this, and you’re saying that in the entire 
White House and Executive Office Building they don’t have a room 
that you could go to, but that you could get a table at Starbuck’s 
or a space in a public park out there that you couldn’t get in the 
White House? That’s just not plausible. 

Ms. Lambuth. It had been stated before that we often went to 
a very large room on the second floor and had meetings, but it was 
also stated that that was inside of the smoking area and people 
would stand outside the windows and watch. 

Most of you — if you’ve ever been to the new Executive Office 
Building where our offices were, the walls are very thin, and any- 
body can be standing outside the door and hear what’s going on, 
and we were specifically told that nobody else was supposed to 
know about this information, and so we thought, for confidentiality, 
that we couldn’t go into my office. People stood — could stand out- 
side the door. It was also a very small office. John and Sandy’s of- 
fice was a thoroughfare for people cutting from one hall to the 
other hall, even when the doors were closed. 

Mr. Souder. I mean, it wasn’t that you couldn’t find space some- 
where in these big Federal buildings? 

Ms. Lambuth. It was for security more than not finding space. 

Mr. Souder. And so that you were afraid of who seeing you in 
the White House? See, that’s what is hard 

Ms. Lambuth. It wasn’t who seeing us, it was who was going to 
hear this. We had been 

Mr. Souder. Who were you afraid in the White House would 
hear you? In other words, if what you’re doing is just trying to fix 
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the system, what White House personnel or Executive Office per- 
sonnel would you be afraid of hearing you? 

Ms. Lambuth. If we were talking about specific mail records that 
were lost, and somebody says something to a friend of theirs over 
a beer that night, “Oh, I heard today that there are other addi- 
tional — ” and that leaks to the paper, then that comes back to us 
that we leaked this information. We had been threatened. If we 
leaked any information, we would lose our jobs, we would be ar- 
rested, and we would go to jail. It was a very legitimate concern 
on our part. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

When I ended my questioning, it appeared that we have basically 
hundreds of thousands of e-mails that are somewhere and have 
never been seen. We have the possibility of individual user files 
that could have information or could have had information deleted. 
Is that correct? 

Ms. Lambuth. Again, I mentioned we get in excess of 20,000 e- 
mails a day, so over that period of time, even calculating roughly, 
it is over 100,000 e-mail messages. 

Mr. Mica. My concern also is that, of course, some of these 
records were under subpoena, and you’re saying you felt that this 
was being stalled to provide the information. You all sort of were 
told in secret to — I mean, to be secretive about this, not discuss 
what’s going on. 

You have Mr. Hawkins, who is the contractor responsible for the 
billing and all, wondering if these folks are off the reservation. It 
could be embarrassing to — it could have been very embarrassing to 
your company to have — well, you were trying to make certain that 
they were on the reservation and complying with the contract, 
right? 

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. OK. It could have been very embarrassing to Northrop 
Grumman if the public knew what they might have been involved 
in. But you did — at some point, you did seem to find out what they 
were involved in, didn’t you? 

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Mica. You did. Even though it was secret? 

Mr. Hawkins. Well, I made that point when I met with Mr. Lind- 
say. He told me he wanted to keep this a secret, and I said, “Some 
secret we’ve got here, with about 10 people I knew had it.” 

Mr. Mica. But you were also sort of cutoff by Mr. Lindsay when 
he told — you didn’t go back to Mr. Lindsay after your conversa- 
tions; is that correct? 

Mr. Hawkins. No, sir. I had the proper counsel working it. 

Mr. Mica. Well, we may never know what we didn’t get in this. 
Some of it was to fix the problem, some of it was to find, but it 
appears that we only found a limited amount. 

Last Friday, the committee received a letter from the White 
House counsel, Beth Nolan, in which she wrote, “There was a new, 
unexplained problem with the e-mail in the Office of the Vice Presi- 
dent,” and that’s exhibit GR-2, page 6, second paragraph. 
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It just says that, “In the course of gathering these preliminary 
facts — ” I’ll read it — “concerning the configuration error, we were 
informed this week that the e-mails on the server of the Office of 
the Vice President have not been fully managed by ARMS. We are 
still in the process of determining the scope and time period in- 
volved. The Office of Vice President does maintain backup tapes of 
its server.” 

So now it appears that there is also a problem in the Vice Presi- 
dent’s office. Are you aware of this? 

[Exhibit GR-2 follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


March 17, 2000 

BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 


Dear Chairman Burton: 

Pursuant to my March 10, 2000 letter to you, I am writing to provide you with a response 
to your request for information concerning e-mail records related to the Committee's subpoenas 
in the campaign finance, FALN, and Waco matters. 

As you are aware, recent press reports have described certain configuration errors 
associated with the management system used for e-mail records within the White House and the 
Executive Office of the President (collectively "EOP"). Since I became aware of the nature of 
this matter, my staff and I have been working diligently to understand its scope and effect. Over 
the past several weeks, my staff has addressed with your staff the Committee's request for 
information about the general nature of these computer errors and the Committee's request for 
interviews of current and former EOP staff. I now want to provide you with more details about 
this issue and its effect, if any, on the Committee's subpoena requests. Of course, we are 
continuing to review this matter and may need to amplify or modify our findings as we gather 
more information. 

I. Automated Records Management System 
A. Searches for E-mail Records 


Before explaining the nature of the configuration errors affecting certain incoming e-mail 
records being captured by the Automated Records Management System (ARMS), I want to 
describe briefly how the Office of Administration’s (OA) computer records management system 
for the EOP is designed to work for e-mail records. Whenever an e-mail is sent to or from a user 
within the EOP, that e-mail is sent directly to a server, where the recipient can read it. The e- 
mail does not technically reside on the individual user's personal computer (PC), but on the 
server. As long as the user retains the e-mail on her PC, it remains on the server. Accordingly, 
as you know, while individuals are instructed to search their own PCs in response to a subpoena 
request, a redundant search of the server is not conducted. Conversely, by deleting an e-mail, the 
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user deletes it from the server as weil as the PC. Because many individual users delete e-mail 
daily (and indeed users must delete some e-mails because the server does not have the capacity 
to hold all e-mails), the server is not a complete and accurate repository of e-mails sent to and 
from the EOP. 

ARMS is a management system that was installed following the Armstrong case. It is 
designed to capture e-mail records sent from or to BOP user accounts that it manages (“ARMS- 
managed accounts")- ARMS is the first keyword searchable e-mail records archive maintained 
by the EOP. 

E-mails generated by ARM S-mar aged accounts are automatically recorded by ARMS as 
they are sent by the user. In addition, several times a minute, generally, ARMS scans the server 
and captures unrecorded e-mails residing on the server at the moment of scanning. To avoid 
repeatedly scanning an e-mail that continues to reside on the server over a period of time, once 
ARMS records an e-mail, it is coded so that ARMS will not needlessly scan it again. 

As then-Cotmsel to the President Charles Ruff explained in his September 1 1, 1997 letter 
to you, we notified your staff in the Spring of 1997 that ARMS was put in place in July 1994 and 
has managed e-mail records for most EOP offices since that time. (10/21/97 Letter from White 
House Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). Mr. Ruff further explained that 
ARMS also manages reconstructed e-mail records for the period January 1 993 through July 
1994. (Id.). The e-mails were loaded into ARMS by Information Systems and Technology 
(IS&T) personnel within OA beginning in July 1994 ~ a process that was completed some time 
in mid-1999. Until reconstruction was completed, only limited e-mail records were searchable 
for the pre-July 1994 period. (Id.). 

In response to a subpoena request, the individuals within the relevant EOP offices are 
instructed to search for responsive materials in any form. The head of each EOP office is 
instructed to certify that the individuals within the office have conducted a search of their files 
and the office's files, and have provided any potentially responsive materials to the White House 
Counsel's Office. As a complement to these individual searches, a computerized search of 
ARMS is performed at our direction by IS&T personnel. (See 9/11/97 letter from White House 
Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). IS&T staff work with White House 
Counsel's Office staff to identify keyword terms to use in searching ARMS for responsive 
materials. As we have previously explained to your staff, because we use search terms, we 
cannot guarantee that every responsive e-mail is located. Nevertheless, we usually err on the 
side of using broad search terms, which sometimes yield large amounts of nonresponsive 
materials. 

These computerized searches are extremely time-consuming and costly. For example, a 
search can take several days to complete, depending upon the number of offices and time period 
covered. Once a search is complete, it can take up to several days to print the search results. In 
addition, our staff must manually review the printed search results for responsiveness. Indeed, 
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on many occasions our staff has waded through thousands of pages of nonresponsive materials to 
locate the few responsive ones. 

The only other electronic records of the server consist of tapes made periodically when 
the server is "backed up." Backup tapes are not created or saved for archival purposes, are not a 
part of ARMS, and are not searchable, absent reconstruction and transfer to ARMS, using 
general keyword terms. For these reasons, the EOP does not search backup tapes when 
responding to subpoena requests. These tapes are created solely for recoveiy in the event of a 
system "crash" to allow IS&T personnel to recover certain files. They are created generally 
daily, and take a "snapshot" of whatever exists on the server at the current time. For example, if 
an e-mail were sent to an EOP user and then deleted between backups, it would not be captured 
on a backup tape. At times when there has been a shortage of backup tapes, they have been 
reused. Backup tapes are thus an inaccurate and incomplete compilation of what is on the 
system and serve as a last resort only in cases of a catastrophic system failure. As noted below, I 
am also informed that reconstruction of files from backup tapes is a costly and time-consuming 
endeavor. 


B. Configuration Errors Affecting ARMS 

ARMS, like all computer records management systems, is susceptible to problems, 
software programming errors, and "glitches" that are not easily detectable. Even when they are 
discovered, however, the nature, scope, and cause of the problems, as well as their effect on the 
system and users, may be difficult to ascertain. 

Although we have always understood that ARMS is designed to record all e-mails sent 
through the EOP e-mail network (currently the Lotus Notes system), two separate configuration 
errors have occurred which prevented certain incoming e-mails sent to ARMS-managed accounts 
from being recorded in ARMS for a period of time. The first error occurred in August 1996, 
when IS&T was performing routine maintenance to improve the system's performance. As part 
of the process, individual user accounts within the White House Office (WHO), and some 
accounts within OA and the Office of Policy Development (OPD), were moved to a new server, 
call ed "MaiI2." During this process, some of these users were apparently mistakenly coded by 
computer technicians as being on "MAIL2," using all upper case letters, instead of "Mail2." The 
ARMS scanning process is case sensitive when identifying servers and did not recognize 
"MAIL2." Because ARMS did not recognize "MA1L2," the ARMS scanning process did not 
capture incoming e-mails (i.e., e-mails sent from non-managed ARMS accounts to ARMS- 
managed accounts) for these affected ARMS-managed accounts. 

In January 1998, Daniel Barry, IS&T Records Projects Computer Specialist, was 
performing a keyword search of ARMS in response to a subpoena request and noticed a possible 
anomaly within ARMS. Mr. Barry found that on a particular day there were outgoing e-mails 
from an EOP user who seemed to be exchanging e-mails with an outside user, but there were no 
corresponding incoming e-mails. Thus, it appeared to him that some incoming e-mails might be 
missing from ARMS. Mr. Barry, with the assistance of John Spriggs, the IS&T e-mail contract 
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administrator and an employee of outside contractor Northrop Grumman (N-G), examined the 
log of the FIREWALL system, through which e-maii created outside the EOP passes and is 
screened to ensure that messages do not include viruses. They determined that on the day in 
question, the EOP user had actually sent the outside user seven e-mails, while the outside user 
had sent the EOP user six incoming e-mails. At the time, Mr. Barry was unsure whether this was 
an isolated incident for this particular user on this particular day or whether it was a broader 
undetected systemic error. Indeed, minor glitches or ’’hiccups” are common to IS&T systems, as 
they are to all computer systems, and small pieces of data are often not easily retrievable as a 
result. Mr. Barry notified his superiors and documented his finding. 

The full extent of the error causing the anomaly Mr. Barry noted was not discovered until 
June 1 998, when on-site N-G employees discovered on the server certain incoming e-mail 
messages that were coded as "unrecorded'' on the server, signifying that the ARMS scanning 
process was not picking up these messages. The contractor notified IS&T personnel. A group 
of employees was assembled to investigate and repair the problem. 

By the fall of 1998, N-G technical personnel working with IS&T staff discovered that the 
problem was due to miscoding ''Mail2" as ”MAIL2.” They further determined that the 
miscoding affected 526 ARMS-managed accounts from the following EOP offices: 

1 . WHO (464 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (58 accounts) 

3. OA (4 accounts) 

As a result, certain incoming e-mail that these 526 users had received since August 1996 had not 
been recorded by ARMS. As noted previously, the problem did not cover any e-mails generated 
by ARMS-managed accounts. Moreover, it would not have prevented a recording of the 
incoming e-mail if the affected EOP user forwarded it or replied to it "with history" sending 
back the original e-mail). Additionally, incoming e-mail messages maintained on individual 
users' PCs would also remain on the user’s server space, and therefore would be subject to 
individual EOP user searches, as long as the individual recipient did not delete them. 

By November 1998, the N-G and IS&T personnel had corrected the problem 
prospectively so that all future incoming e-mail to the 526 affected users would be stored in 
ARMS, Thus, this configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts for the period 
August 1996 through November 1998. IS&T personnel also created backup tapes of the server 
to preserve the unrecorded e-mail existing on it as of November 20, 1998. By backing up the 
entire server, IS&T also necessarily captured word processing documents, rolodex files, and 
recorded e-mail records that also existed on the server at that time. After the prospective 
correction, ARMS resumed managing incoming e-mails and the creation of backup tapes of the 
server continued. 

As noted above, backup tapes are not in a readable or searchable format because they are 
not created for archival purposes. Thus, they cannot easily be reconstructed and placed on 
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ARMS. Consequently, OA requested that N-G provide an estimate for studying the time and 
cost involved in restoring these e-mails to a readable format. In October 1998, N-G estimated 
that a feasibility study alone would cost about $600,000. OA informs us that, concurrent with 
the preliminary assessment of the costs to study the problem, OA was faced with the massive 
task of Y2K compliance of its entire system, including its mail systems. This task consumed 
iS&T resources throughout the remainder of 1998 and 1999. 

A second configuration error was discovered in April 1 999, when N-G technical 
personnel were testing the process in which ARMS interacts with the Lotus Notes system. 

When user accounts are created, they are assigned to a particular "view." Each view represents a 
section of the alphabet (e.g., ABC), and users are assigned to a view by the first letter of their 
first name (e.g., Mary Jones would be in the view that contains the letter "M"). The ARMS 
"viewer" scons the server on a "view" by "view" basis. 

During this testing process, the N-G computer specialists discovered that, in correcting 
the "MAIL2" programming error, another configuration error involving the ARMS "viewer" had 
been made. The letter ”D" was inadvertently omitted from a view, and the letter "J" was 
included twice. As a result, incoming e-mail to ARMS-managed accounts with (lie first names 
beginning with the letter "D" had not been recorded by ARMS since November 1998. It appears 
that this error remained undetected until April 1999 because the additional "J" led technical 
personnel to believe that the views contained all 26 letters of the alphabet. In fact, that was not 
the case. 

The effect of the "Letter D" error on the system was similar to the "MAIL2" error: 
Incoming e-mail sent to ARMS-managed accounts whose users’ first names begin with the letter 
"D" were not stored in ARMS. E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts were not 
affected by the problem. Approximately 200 ARMS-managed accounts from the following 
offices within the EOF were affected: 

1. White House Office (42 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (8 accounts) 

3 . Office of Management and Budget (54 accounts) 

4. Council of Economic Advisers (1 account) 

5. Council on Environmental Quality (4 accounts) 

6. National Security Council (21 accounts) 

7. Office of Administration (32 accounts) 

8. Office of National Drug Control Policy (20 accounts) 

9. Office of Science and Technology Policy (6 accounts) 

10. White House Climate Change Task Force (3 accounts) 

As with the "MAIL2" error, e-mail maintained on these affected users' PCs remained on the 
server until deleted by the user, but were not captured in ARMS. 
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By May 1999, the N-G employees corrected this problem prospectively. Thus, the 
"Letter D" configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts from November 1998 to 
May 1999. As with the "MAIL2” error, a backup tape of the server was created on June 1, 1999 
to preserve any unrecorded e-mail that existed on it at that time. 

In the course of gathering these preliminary facts concerning these configuration errors, 
we were informed this week that e-mails on the server of the Office of the Vice President (OVP) 
have not been fully managed by ARMS. We are still in the process of determining the scope and 
time period involved. The OVP does maintain back-up tapes of its server. 

Of course, numerous e-mails to and from OVP users have been produced to the 
Committee over the years, which is consistent with OVP staff having searched their PCs for e- 
mail residing on the servers or in their hard-copy files, and with the large number of OVP e- 
maits that were captured by searches of ARMS during unaffected periods. We are doing our best 
to determine how searches for e-mails responsive to the Committee’s requests were affected by 
these facts. We will promptly provide die Committee with this information when we complete 
our review. 


II. Effect of Configuration Errors on the Committee's Subpoena Requests 

Recent reports have cited various global effects of these configuration errors and 
speculated about the contents of the affected incoming e-mails. Below are our preliminary 
findings with regard to the "MAIL2” and "Letter D" errors. As noted above, we will provide 
further information as soon as possible about the OVP accounts. Please note, also, that, given 
the technical issues involved, we may need to modify or amend these findings as our review 
proceeds. 


A. Global Effects 

1 . These two configuration errors did not affect documents or e-mails created by 
ARMS-managed accounts . We understand that these two configuration errors did not affect e- 
mails from ARMS-managed accounts that were sent within or outside the EOP. The only e- 
mails affected by either configuration error described above were incoming e-mails. Moreover, 
if an affected user received an incoming e-mail and forwarded it or replied to it with history 
(sending back the original incoming e-mail) then ARMS would have recorded the incoming e- 
mail. 

2. We do not know how many e-mails were affected . OA and IS&T personnel 
understand that no one has estimated the number of e-mails that were unrecorded. If such an 
estimate was made, it was not provided to the EOP. Currently, I am informed that there is no 
way to make this calculation unless the backup tapes are reconstructed. 

3. We do not know if any responsive information is contained in the unrecorded e- 
mails . News reports state that the e-mails contain information relevant to various subpoenas. 
Again, we have not been informed that anyone had the opportunity to review the contents of 
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these e-mails. Moreover, IS&T personnel currently cannot identify what kind of information is 
on the backup tapes because they have not been reconstructed. Without such restoration, we 
cannot know the contents of the unrecorded e-mails. 

4. Affected incoming e-mail left on the server should have been captured by 
individual user searches . As you know, EOP staff are instructed to search their files, including 
computer records, for responsive information. Thus any incoming e-mails still on an individual's 
server space at the time a search was conducted should have been captured by individual user 
searches. 

5. The '’MAIL2" and "Letter D" anomalies were technical errors . As explained 
above, these configuration errors were the sole result of human mistakes and entirely 
unintentional. 


B. Effect on the Committee's Subpoenas 

Per your request, we have tried to determine what effect these errors had on the 
Committee’s subpoenas related to campaign finance, FALN, and Waco matters. Please note that 
our preliminary findings are based upon our understanding of the Committee's subpoena 
requests, any agreed modifications to those requests, and the kind of e-mail search we performed 
to locate responsive material. 

1. Campaign finance related subpoena requests . As your staff is aware, since the 
Committee’s first subpoena in early 1997, our staffs negotiated a global December 31, 1996 
cutoff date for all campaign finance related requests. Thus, incoming e-mails to the 526 affected 
ARMS-managed accounts for a five month period (August 1996 through December 1996) that 
were not forwarded or replied to with history would likely not have been captured by ARMS. E~ 
mails remaining on an individual user’s PC should have been captured. 

2. FALN related subpoena requests . The search in response to the Committee's first 
subpoena covered the period January 20. 1993 through August 1999. The search in response to 
the Committee’s second subpoena covered the period January 20, 1993 through November 10, 
1999. Thus, these searches would have encompassed both time periods affected by the two 
configuration errors. 

3. Waco related subpoena requests . On September 1 , 1999, the Committee served a 
subpoena seeking materials related to the use of incendiary devices at the Branch Davidian 
compound. As you know, the relevant time period surrounding the Waco matter precedes 
August 1996, when the first configuration error occurred. Thus, we do not believe that these two 
errors would have affected a search of ARMS for e-mails responsive to this subpoena. 

Moreover, as our staff explained to your staff, we had recently conducted a broad search for 
Waco-related materials in response to a Court Order in the Andrade v. Chojnacki matter. Our 
staffs reached an accommodation whereby, in lieu of conducting another search that would likely 
encompass the same materials, we would produce to the Committee unsealed materials that were 
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produced to the Andrade Court. On January 28, 2000, we provided you with a copy of these 
materials. 

III. Current Efforts to Explore Possible Reconstruction of Affected E-mail 

We are working diligently to determine whether it is possible to reconstruct the backup 
tapes so we can load the unrecorded e-mails on to ARMS and perform keyword searches. We 
currently have obtained the following estimate. 

There are at least 3400 backup tapes of the server relating to e-mail, As stated above, 
they are an incomplete and inaccurate collection of EOP computer records. The preliminary cost 
estimate we have received to reconstruct these tapes so that the information they contain could 
be placed on ARMS and searched using keywords is between $1.8 million and $3.0 million. 

This process is estimated to take approximately one to two years. 

The process may be performed in "batches"; i.e., several backup tapes at a time. If 
reconstruction were possible, we would likely begin the process with the November 20, 1 998 and 
June 1, 1999 backup tapes (approximately 15 tapes total). 'Ibis process would entail extracting 
the unrecorded e-mails from the backup tapes and putting them on a server. Then, computer 
technicians would need to develop a program that would "de-duplicate" the unrecorded e-mails 
so that ARMS would not record identical e-mails (as stated above, ARMS is designed not to scan 
identical e-mail messages). This estimate does not, however, include possible restoration of the 
OVP backup tapes, as well as the time and funds needed to perform other steps in the process, 
such as awarding a competitive contract, searching ARMS, printing the search results, manually 
reviewing them, and producing responsive materials. 

We are, of course, continuing to review this matter. As I learn more relevant 
information, we will keep your office informed. If you have any questions, please call me. In 
any event, I will call you next week. 

Sincerely, 

i/Z~ — - 

Beth Nolan 

Counsel to the President 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Ms. Lambuth. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. You are? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Mica. Everyone else is aware of this? 

Mr. Haas. We’re aware that they are doing something different 
with records management. We don’t — aren’t directly charged with 
records management of the OVP. 

Mr. Mica. Now, if we wanted information from the Vice Presi- 
dent’s office, is there a possibility some of this could be missing? 
It says, “The Office of Vice President does maintain backup tapes 
of its server,” so that’s — everything is going to be there? would that 
be the case? 

Mr. Haas. You would have to contact the Vice President’s office 
for that information. 

Mr. Mica. You wouldn’t know? 

Mr. Haas. I don’t know. 

Mr. Mica. Would anyone know if he has a similar system, or are 
we going to find another case in which there are documents not 
available? 

Do you know anything about this, Mr. Spriggs? 

Mr. Spriggs. Yes, sir, I do somewhat. 

Mr. Mica. Could you explain? 

Mr. Spriggs. The Office of the Vice President, when they de- 
ployed their Lotus Notes server, decided to employ a non-standard, 
if you would, non-EOP records management system using tape 
backups, and 

Mr. Mica. When was that? 

Mr. SPRIGGS. That was as early as — my understanding, the serv- 
er was created in 1994. 

Mr. Mica. OK. 

Mr. Spriggs. So their server predated the EOP OA servers. But 
at that point the records management system that they chose was, 
again, this tape backup methodology. Again, what they have on 
their side, on the OVP side, was not our concern for a number of 
years, up until — in March 1998, I was put on a project by Betty 
Lambuth specifically to move the Office of the Vice President’s 
server, called OVP-underscore-1 into OA IS&T control facilities. 

I worked with Ms. Crabtree and others to put together a plan to 
move that equipment into this OA space, and at that point, when 
we executed it at the end of March 1998, the server was turned on, 
the users were up and running on it. The question of records man- 
agement apparently had not been resolved at that point. 

We, OA, began to do the backup systems for the OVP-under- 
score-1 server, but at that point I’m not aware of any instructions 
to do records management by that same method for the OVP. 

My understanding is that by July 1999, we were given instruc- 
tions — Jim Wright gave instructions to actually start doing a 3- 
week cycle on the backups for all of our servers, which included the 
OVP-underscore-1 server, so that now we are on a 3-week cycle. 
Every 3 weeks they overwrite the existing tapes. And so if OVP is 
doing records management with tape backups, then they have a 
problem. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
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Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I’d like to ask you, Ms. Lambuth, you said there were 20,000 e- 
mails a day. Now, was that limited strictly to the Executive Office 
of the President, or could outside parties within the Government or 
outside send e-mails into that system? 

Ms. Lambuth. There were approximately — if I remember cor- 
rectly, there were 20,000 or so e-mail messages that came in 
through e-mail each day. That was not limited to just within. 

Mr. Horn. OK. You’re saying that 20,000 could come from peo- 
ple, or was that put into a different e-mail system? 

Ms. Lambuth. There were different e-mail systems that, for, like 
the President, people sending through the Internet, their Internet 
mail, what we called — well, the President, the Vice President, and 
the First Lady got e-mails from outside. That basically was — came 
through. The file was then sent over to their various offices, and 
then the files ran through, if I remember correctly, a WordPerfect 
process that allowed them to view and search those files. 

Mr. Horn. In other words, those three categories — the President, 
the Vice President, the First Lady — had an e-mail system that 
didn’t necessarily go through your system; is that correct? 

Ms. Lambuth. The Internet mail did not go through that system. 

Mr. Horn. Well, if they had 

Ms. Lambuth. If I remember correctly. 

Mr. Horn [continuing]. Personal friends, I assume they gave a 
code to their personal friends as to how to reach them. 

Ms. Lambuth. I can’t answer to that. 

Mr. Horn. OK. Well 

Ms. Lambuth. I don’t know. 

Mr. Horn. Let me ask you, on firewalls within the system, obvi- 
ously, with hackers all over the world and the country and foreign 
governments, also, did you have protection to keep hackers from 
getting into the system? 

Ms. Lambuth. Well, we had — yes, we did have a firewall. And 
I’m having to really think back about the structure of this. We had 
STORM, which basically helped keep certain types of e-mail mes- 
sages from coming through, or numbers of e-mail messages coming 
through to shut the system down. 

Sandy and John basically were the ones that handled this par- 
ticular area and kept a close watch on it and were notified if there 
were problems with this. 

Mr. Horn. I yield the rest of my time to the chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

I just have one real quick question for Mr. Haas. 

Ms. Hall did not have anything to do with Project X, as I under- 
stand it, so 

Mr. Haas. Not at the beginning. 

Mr. Burton. So why did you go to Ms. Hall’s office and talk to 
her about that? 

Mr. Haas. She was asking questions about it, and the direct line 
of — the 10 years I’ve worked there, the period of time she has been 
there, she has been, more or less, the top of my working food chain, 
if you will, and she was asking me about it, as I said, after we 
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made disclosure to the Northrop Grumman and were told we could 
now work on the project and talk to whoever we needed to talk to. 

When she asked the questions, I assumed it was in an official ca- 
pacity and I answered my questions to the best of my ability. 

Mr. Burton. So she asked you to come to her office and you an- 
swered the questions? 

Mr. Haas. Yes. I commonly stopped by there many times a day. 
It is right in line with what I normally do. 

Mr. Burton. OK. I’ll yield to my counsel. 

Mr. Wilson. You’ve been here a long day, so I’ll be very, very 
brief. Thank you. I’ve spoken with most of you. You have been very 
cooperative. I greatly appreciate it. It has been a long day, so I’ll 
try to get to resolve three things. 

Mr. Barry, when we spoke — and you were very forthcoming. We 
appreciate that — you mentioned to us in January or February 1998 
you had identified this anomaly in the Lewinsky e-mail traffic, and 
you suggested that you wrote a report, and we have just been fur- 
nished this. 

Now, I wanted to ask you, do you know whether this document 
has been produced to the committee? 

Mr. Barry. All I know is I turned it over to counsel’s office. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now, I only ask this — we’ll go back and check. 
We’ve checked three times now. And we’re having a hearing today 
about failure to produce documents, and we sent a subpoena out 
last week. It was very, very clear. It wasn’t broad. It said specifi- 
cally, because you told us that you had this document, and you now 
knew where it was, we asked specifically for the incident report 
that you prepared that is this document, and it appears to us that, 
although documents have been produced to us by the White House, 
we have not received this copy. 

I notice you were able to turn to your counsel and get a copy 
from him immediately, so if there’s anything you can help us with 
this issue, to tell us whether you know anything about why this 
document wasn’t produced to us 

Mr. Barry. Like I said, I turned the document over to OA coun- 
sel. That’s all I know. I don’t know where it went from there. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. We’ll followup on that on our own time and just 
double check to 

Mr. Barr. Excuse me. Would counsel — I’d like to just note for the 
record that, contrary to all of the other documents that counsel has 
reviewed and we have had available, this document which I intro- 
duced into the record, because we just received it today, does not 
bear any of the identifying marks such as would indicate that we 
had received it. 

Mr. YOUNG. None of my documents would, Congressman. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Wilson. The second thing I wanted to followup on was some- 
thing that you said, Mr. Haas, and it relates to a letter we received 
from the White House at the end of last week. They explained to 
us — White House counsel explained to us in great depth that many 
of the e-mails from outside of the White House complex would have 
been reviewed or searched in other ways, and basically indicated 
that there probably wasn’t much of a problem because many of the 
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e-mails that we’re talking about today, these hundreds of thou- 
sands of e-mails, have actually been scrutinized. 

One thing you said struck me as very important. You indicated 
that the e-mails that are on the personal computers of users in the 
White House don’t stay there for a very long time. You said, I be- 
lieve, 98 percent of the e-mails would not be reviewed if somebody 
were going back to 

Mr. Haas. I think you’ve got — I think you misunderstood. 
There — 98 percent of all the e-mails are on the mail server and 
were subject to the error of the glitch of not being recovered. Any 
person that had made a personal copy of their mail file, not — they 
don’t move — there is never, ever any mail, “active mail,” as I call 
it, on your computer. You are looking through a window using your 
computer at our server at all times. 

If you choose to make a copy subsequent to looking at it, it is al- 
ways delivered to the server. If you choose to make a copy down 
to your C drive and that is your local file and you choose not to 
search it under subpoena, that’s your thing. 

Mr. Wilson. That point I understand, but that takes the affirma- 
tive step of actually copying 

Mr. Haas. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson [continuing]. The e-mail to preserve it. 

Mr. Haas. Absolutely. It’s 

Mr. Wilson. If you haven’t taken that affirmative step, it is not 
going to stay forever on your computer, it will go away. So if some- 
body comes back 6 months later and asks you to search for a par- 
ticular type of information 

Mr. Haas. Not there. 

Mr. Wilson [continuing]. It’s not going to be there. So any rep- 
resentation given to us that all of these documents would have 
been searched in another way would only be correct if people were 
able to — had affirmatively copied all of the information and gone 
back and done the searches; is that correct? 

Mr. Haas. Or if they had actually done a mail search manually 
on the server of their mail file and then printed them off. Many 
other people I’ve talked to over the 10-years I’ve been there said, 
“We don’t have to search our mail files. That’s done for us. We 
search everything else. 

Mr. Wilson. And just one last question. 

Mr. Hawkins, if I could followup on something you said, we 
heard the story about how Ms. Lambuth and you have locked horns 
on a number of issues, and it became clear that she would not tell 
you what the scope of the problem was that people were working 
on, and you were dissatisfied with that; is that correct? 

Mr. Hawkins. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now, you said — and I’ll read back the direct 
quote that you said — “that was the straw that broke the camel’s 
back”; is that right? 

Mr. Hawkins. Absolutely. 

Mr. Wilson. So I just wanted to establish one thing, and that is 
that Ms. Lambuth did have a personnel action taken vis-a-vis her 
remaining on the contract that you supervised; is that correct? She 
was removed? 

Mr. Hawkins. She was removed. 
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Mr. Wilson. Right. And so it seems that the position that she 
was put in, being sort of made not to tell people and her super- 
visors what was going on, actually had a relationship to what hap- 
pened to her in her employment; is that correct? 

Mr. Hawkins. Let me characterize. I would suspect anyone that 
has got any experience in a management role on a Government 
contract, they understand compliance with that contract. 

Numerous times during the employment history at EOP, Betty 
had to be counseled of stepping out of bounds, taking direction 
from the Government employee. 

It is very, very clear in the EOP contract that they take direc- 
tions from the COTR, which is given to the program manager. 
These were — many, many times in my staff meetings I had to con- 
tinue to remind the employees there, because they lose sight from 
day to day. They get alliances with some of the Government em- 
ployees. 

Mr. Wilson. Right. I understand that, and I think you made that 
very clear. But in this case it does seem that it is clear Ms. 
Lambuth didn’t inform you of the full scope of the problem and 
that did have a bearing on how you reacted to her, and it seems 
justifiably; is that correct? 

Mr. Hawkins. Had we not had any prior problems, that would 
not have been enough to have her removed from the contract, pe- 
riod. Plain and simple. 

Mr. Young. Mr. Wilson, I do believe that the document you re- 
ferred to is — and I understand in documents you can lose sight of 
where they are — is “E” as in Edward, 2496. But thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Thank you. 

Ms. Lambuth. Could I say something? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Chairman, I did want to make that very same 
point. So, if I might ask, E-2496 is identification of documents that 
were submitted to this committee? 

Mr. Young. I am told that that is the document to which Con- 
gressman Barr was referring. That is correct. That’s my under- 
standing. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll let the record so show. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Lambuth, do you want to conclude? 

Ms. Lambuth. Yes. In my defense I would like to say this: I was 
often accused of aligning myself with one of the Government super- 
visors. In reality, that particular Government supervisor, Laura 
Crabtree, was the branch chief who I got — who had most of my 
projects. About 95 percent of the work that I did for EOP fell under 
her direction, and I basically was keeping her informed of processes 
that were being done, trying to allow her to know about issues so 
that she did not get broadsided, and she was giving me other direc- 
tion as far as other things that they needed done or a particular 
project or why a project might slip. And it was only in the course 
of my work that I was, as was stated, so far — such as taking direc- 
tion from a supervisor. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Souder. 
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Mr. Souder. May I have unanimous consent to ask a brief ques- 
tioning to Ms. Golas? It’s something directly related that I may 
have misunderstood 

Mr. Burton. Yes, briefly. 

Mr. Souder [continuing]. To ask Mr. Lindsay. 

You stated under questioning, I think, from Mr. LaTourette, that 
you had dealt with classified material before; therefore, you 
didn’t — weren’t surprised necessarily by the request. Did they 
imply to you that this material was in any way classified? 

Ms. Golas. No. Just really sensitive. 

Mr. Souder. By “really sensitive” — in other words, one of the 
problems we’ve dealt with in this committee is that things that 
were more “really sensitive” in political terms were treated as if 
they were classified. So you just — you made your own personal con- 
clusion that this could be more like classified material than any- 
body suggesting that to you? 

Ms. Golas. Yes. No one ever used the word “classified to me.” 

Mr. Souder. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just conclude by — this has been a long, ar- 
duous task for all of you. We appreciate your coming, and hopefully 
we won’t have to bother you again, but we do appreciate your being 
here today. 

Mr. Fitton. Do you plan to call Ms. Hall, Chairman Burton? 

Mr. Burton. We will take that under advisement. We have an- 
other panel that is due right now. 

Do any Members want to take a break here? If not, we’ll go 
ahead with the next panel, and if there is any need for any break 
for anybody, we’ll allow that, but if not let’s go ahead with the next 
panel. 

We’ll wait 5 minutes. We have a couple of people that need to 
take a quick break, so we’ll be no more than 5 minutes so we can 
move ahead. No more than 5 minutes. 

[Break.] 

Mr. Burton. Raise your right hands, please. 

Ms. Crabtree-Callahan. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question, 
please? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mrs. Callahan. May I be sworn in my correct name? It’s Laura 
Callahan, and it has been since September 1998 when I was mar- 
ried. 

Mr. Burton. Would you like it to be Laura Callahan or Laura 
Crabtree-Callahan? 

Mrs. Callahan. It’s Laura Callahan. 

Mr. Burton. Laura Callahan. OK. As Laura Callahan. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Raise your right hands. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Before I ask any questions, I’d like to make one 
real quick comment, and that is that the committee has conducted 
a lengthy investigation of campaign finance scandals. Over 120 
people have fled the country or hid behind the fifth amendment 
when we wanted to talk to them. When we found out about the e- 
mail problem, we asked people to come in for interviews, and both 
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of you agreed to come in. Then you suddenly changed your mind 
and backed out. 

I was very disappointed that you decided to do that. People who 
work for the White House, Mr. Lindsay and others, we believe 
should cooperate voluntarily with the Congress and they 
should 

Mr. Kadzik. Mr. Chairman, if I could interrupt for a moment. 

Mr. Burton. No, you may 

Mr. Kadzik. It is incorrect 

Mr. Burton. Counsel, you may not speak before the committee. 
You can speak through your client. You cannot speak before the 
committee, and I’m making an opening statement. Your client can 
respond when we get into questions. 

Mr. Kadzik. Just so you don’t state 

Mr. Burton. Mr. — what is your name, sir? 

Mr. Kadzik. Kadzik. 

Mr. Burton. You’re not allowed to speak as counsel to the wit- 
nesses before any congressional committee. You can confer with 
your client, you can ask — tell your client what to say, but he is the 
one that is supposed to respond. 

We believe that the people at the White House should try to co- 
operate and not keep information from the Congress or try to 
stonewall us. 

At any rate, we sent you a subpoena, and we’re happy that you’re 
here, and I look forward to the answers to your questions. 

Ms. Crabtree, first of all, let me address you. When did you have 
your first conversation with Betty Lambuth about the problem with 
some incoming White House e-mails not being properly managed? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, if I may please set the record 
straight, first of all, to the best of my 

Mr. Burton. Would you pull the microphone closer to you, 
ma’am? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes. First of all, to the best of my knowledge, 
no one has ever approached me to ask me any information up until 
this time, so I just want to make that very clear that I have not 
declined any previous request for information because no one has 
ever approached me prior to this time for information. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Do either one of you have opening statements 
you’d like to make? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, Mr. Lindsay, we’ll let you go first, then 
we’ll get back to questions. 

STATEMENTS OF MARK LINDSAY, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESI- 
DENT AND DIRECTOR OF WHITE HOUSE MANAGEMENT AND 

ADMINISTRATION; AND LAURA (CRABTREE) CALLAHAN, 

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

Mr. Lindsay. I would like, sir, just to first address your first 
comment, and that is the refusal to provide or to cooperate or come 
in for an interview. I was more than willing and have been and 
was very surprised when I received a subpoena, because there was 
a statement or belief on my part that I was going to have an ap- 
pointment to come in for an interview. I would have had no objec- 
tion whatsoever to coming in to an interview, and it was my under- 
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standing that my counsel talked to — when I acquired counsel, they 
talked to the committee’s counsel, and then the next communica- 
tion was that we were going to be — where should service be pro- 
vided for the submission of a subpoena. 

I would have been more than willing to come in and engage in 
an interview and looked forward to it. 

Mr. Burton. There must have been some miscommunication, be- 
cause the way our counsel understood it was that you said you 
would come in and an appointment had been set, and then the 
White House informed us that you had retained counsel. 

Mr. Lindsay. That wasn’t my understanding at all, and I would 
have — I had no objection to coming in and talking, whatsoever. 

Mr. Burton. Well, then, if that’s the case and you have no objec- 
tion, then we’ll retract what we said and we’re glad you’re here. 

Mr. Lindsay. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Mark Lindsay. I’m the assistant to the President for man- 
agement and administration. 

I have been with the White House since June 1997. Before work- 
ing at the White House, I worked as a staff member and counsel 
to Congressman Lewis Stokes, a Member for whom I have had an 
enormous amount of respect, and one of the last projects I worked 
on was the Ethics Reform Task Force. Because of that experience, 
I was brought on board to help the White House deal with and de- 
veloping a relationship with the Congress and improving how we 
were dealing with matters as it relates to our information tech- 
nology infrastructure. 

When I came to the White House, one of the major issues that 
I had to deal with is that we had major information problems in 
terms of our status of our technology. As a result of engaging in 
that investigation and looking into how those things were being 
done, we actually were able to develop what I would consider a 
good relationship with our subcommittee in Treasury, Postal that 
was able to work out our appropriations issues so the White House 
could help move forward, past having our funds fenced and moving 
toward getting the kind of relationship that the Presidency and the 
kind of support the Presidency should receive from the Congress, 
and I’m very proud of that interaction. 

As far as the matters that are related in this committee hearing 
today, I first became aware of the computer glitch in June 1998. 
It is the best of my recollection that Ms. Crabtree, a very trusted 
and valuable employee for the Executive Office of the President, 
brought that matter to my attention. 

When I became aware of that particular issue, my first instruc- 
tion and my first belief was to do whatever was necessary to fix 
the computer problem. Please keep in mind, Mr. Chairman, we had 
been faced with numerous and countless problems with system fail- 
ures and systems that were being lost. 

One of the things that we were constantly concerned about was 
making sure that we maintained the integrity of our computer sys- 
tems and made sure they continued to operate. 

On the point of providing any kind of instruction and intimida- 
tion, I did say to Ms. Crabtree that this was a matter that I be- 
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lieved that needed to be kept in bounds with those people who 
needed the information to perform repairs to the system. I believed 
that very, very much. I knew that in many cases there were inves- 
tigations being conducted about individuals who were at the White 
House. I preferred very much that those individuals not hear about 
the way they were being treated by people who were talking 
around at the water cooler, but they learned in official processes 
and procedures. I felt very, very strongly about that. 

But on the point of whether or not I issued any kind of threat 
to employees, I can state to you quite emphatically and quite clear- 
ly it’s not something that I did, it’s not something that I would con- 
done, and it’s not something that I would ever permit to happen 
if it came to my knowledge. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, it 
is something that I find very, very troubling, and I would have 
done something about it right then. 

I was also the ethics officer for my agency, as general counsel at 
that time, and following those kinds of rules were very important 
to me. 

And I think that my record will show that in my interactions 
with Congress, the time that I spent here, the people that I worked 
with, the one thing that they would say about me is that that kind 
of behavior is out of the lexicon for Mark Lindsay. 

Let me go on to state that once we did find out about this par- 
ticular computer glitch problem we then moved forward, or I be- 
lieve we were moving forward toward fixing this particular issue. 

The very first instance, that very first day when I was informed, 
the first thing I did is place a call to my boss, Ada Posey, the direc- 
tor of Office of Administration, her boss, Virginia Apuzzo, the as- 
sistant to the President for management and administration, who 
then directed me to communicate directly with the counsel to the 
President and to let them know that this computer glitch had been 
discovered. 

Once we conveyed that information, I directed my staff to pre- 
pare a memorandum which prepared that information in writing to 
the counsel expressing the concern about what was included in that 
e-mail or what wasn’t included in the e-mail. 

One other thing I would say is that at that particular time I was 
particularly, when I first heard about it, at least best of my recol- 
lection, it was my understanding that e-mails weren’t being put 
into the ARMS service system. I was relieved to learn that it was 
just e-mails that were coming to the inside, as opposed to all e- 
mails not going to that system in the relevant time period. It was 
very important to me to make sure that that information was con- 
veyed to the appropriate authorities. 

It is important to also understand that the Office of Administra- 
tion is a custodian of the records for the White House office. We 
maintain that information for the White House office. We did not 
and never during the time that I was there did I direct any particu- 
lar search of e-mails, nor would I have without the direction of 
White House counsel. I would not have directed the reconstruction 
of any kinds of e-mails without the direction and cooperation of my 
colleagues in the White House. It just would not have happened. 

It was very, very important to me to follow and conduct ourselves 
in a way which was fitting with the circumstances that I tried to 
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establish with our Treasury, Postal Subcommittee, and that is one 
basic principle: I believe very strongly that open and clear commu- 
nication on what was going on was the only way that we could 
move from the position where we were, where in fiscal year 1998 
we had all of our information technology funds fenced, and during 
that time period, we were unable to make a lot of the improve- 
ments, address the — you’ve heard people talk about in the last 
panel about server space problems and what not. That was because 
we didn’t have the proper resource. 

And, Mr. Chairman, some of that was our fault, in terms of how 
we went about doing our information planning. We developed a 
strategy, working with a partnership with Congress, for how we 
were going to move forward and how we were going to build a 
much more robust system. 

And I’m very happy to report that in November 1998 we were 
able to develop a solution for this computer glitch, and then we got 
our funding for our Y2K money in that particular year. 

Unfortunately, we were very much behind schedule. We were 
faced with — my computer experts came to me and said, essentially, 
“You will fail to meet your Y2K deadlines. You are not going to 
make it. You are starting too late, and you don’t have the appro- 
priate resources in place to be able to achieve the goals you need 
to achieve. What you need to do is focus on your mission-critical 
systems and on those systems which are mission support and criti- 
cal to taking care of those needs.” 

Because of that requirement to address the Y2K glitch and to ad- 
dress those issues, the reconstruction of the e-mail was a matter 
which had to be placed in the context of maintaining the total e- 
mail situation. 

What we did after we were able to address the Y2K problem, at 
the end of February 29, 2000, is we were able to then continue the 
efforts. 

Please keep in mind that during this relevant time period, in Oc- 
tober 1998, we had received information from Northrop Grumman 
stating that it would cost us $600,000 just to assess what the scope 
of the problem was, just to assess what the scope of the problem 
was. 

I can report to you today that that $600,000 worth of work has 
been completed by the White House staff or the Office of Adminis- 
tration staff that were tasked with working with this, and they are 
moving forward with taking steps to address the reconstruction 
issue, which is moving forward and would have moved forward, 
even given the circumstances that we have here. 

With all of that, I say it to emphasize the fact that, No. 1, there 
was no particular point in providing any kind of “coverup” of this 
particular information. From my perspective, because I didn’t re- 
view the document requests that were provided to this particular 
committee or to other investigative bodies, I would have no knowl- 
edge and did not have any knowledge of what information would 
have been produced and what wouldn’t have been produced. We re- 
sponded to subpoenas and document requests that were passed 
through to counsel’s office and passed those documents forward. I 
never reviewed those document requests and reviewed them for re- 
sponsiveness, reviewed them for privilege, or other kinds of asser- 
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tions which one could assert at one particular time. We presented 
it and provided that information to those authorities. 

Mr. Burton. You’ve created a number of questions we’ll get to 
in just a few moments. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lindsay follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF MARK F. LINDSAY 


Good afternoon. My name is Mark F. Lindsay. I hold the position of Assistant to the President 
for Management and Administration. Mr. Chairman, I came to the White House staff and I 
appear before this Committee with a history of and strong commitment to public service. Prior 
to joining the White House staff, I served on Capitol Hill as Senior Counsel to Congressman 
Louis Stokes of Ohio. Working on Capitol Hill afforded me the opportunity to utilize my 
background and legal expertise in areas such as business litigation, public policy and civil rights 
and to serve as the Congressman’s staff representative on the House Ethics Reform Taskforce. 

My tenure on Capitol Hill helped me to prepare for what has been a challenging and rewarding 
career at the White House. In June of 1997, 1 was selected for the post of General Counsel for 
the Executive Office of the President, Office of Administration. In this capacity, I was 
responsible for providing operational legal advice and counsel on a wide range of substantive 
legal areas including general administrative law, ethics, federal procurement, employment, legal 
aspects of budgetary and congressional matters, and federal record keeping and information 
disclosure. 

In November 1997, 1 was designated as Chief of Staff for the Office of Administration in 
addition to my assignment as General Counsel. As a result, I undertook management 
responsibilities in support of the Director of OA. My duties as Chief of Staff included advising 
the Director on OA projects and initiatives, overseeing our management team, and monitoring 
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the execution of policies and priorities established by the Director. In October of 1998 I left the 
Office of Administration to become the Senior Counselor for Management and Administration. 
From December 1998 until May 1999 I returned to OA to serve as its Director. In September 
1999 I went back to the White House to assume my current position of Assistant to the President 
for Management and Administration. As Assistant to the President for Management and 
Administration, I am responsible for directing the management and administrative functions of 
the entire White House complex, and I maintain oversight responsibility for all of the agencies 
that comprise the Executive Office of the President, including the Office of Administration, the 
White House Military Office, and White House Operations. 

Mr. Chairman, when I joined the administration in 1997, the EOP’s computer system was in dire 
need of attention. It had evolved into a “stovepipe” architecture comprised of six different 
operating systems and a dozen hardware platforms that was cumbersome and expensive to 
maintain. At the same time, the EOP was attempting to deal with the explosion in computer 
technology - - especially the rise of the Internet and e-mail. The number of hits to the White 
House Web Site was increasing exponentially. As my predecessor testified to the Appropriations 
Subcommittee for Treasury, Postal Service, and General Government in February of 1998, 
before 1996 we averaged 1 ,500 hits per day, but in 1998 we were up to an average of8, 787 hits 
per day. Similarly, in 1994, the number of records captured by our Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS) was 1.7 million - - in 1997, it was 4.1 million, and we estimated 
that by the year 2000, we would be managing 30 million records in ARMS, consuming 210 GB 
of storage space. In addition, we were still recovering from having our information technology 
funds fenced in 1997. As we reported to the Subcommittee, because of the fenced funds, the 
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EOP could not perform the necessary maintenance on desktop computers and software, the EOP 
network hardware and software, and the security systems hardware and software. System 
failures were frequent. Indeed, in response to Subcommittee questions dated April 7,1997, we 
advised that: 

The client/server network backup system used to preserve data 
integrity and facilitate the archival of Presidential and Federal 
records has exceeded its life cycle. Several users have already 
experienced the loss of data due to file server hardware failures.' 

An analysis of the backup system has been completed with 
recommendations to correct the problem. The cost to implement 
the solution is estimated at $20,000, but the funds are fenced. 

And as if this was not enough to contend with, the EOP still had not begun to address the Year 
2000 (Y2K) problem. When funds were finally received in November of 1998, the EOP had 
little more than a year remaining to renovate and test all of its mission critical systems in time for 
the rollover. I am proud to say that we accomplished this seemingly impossible task. In order to 
do so, however, we had to make tough choices and defer other non-Y2K projects, 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that I am here today for 2 reasons: (1) to describe the computer 
glitch(es) that resulted in certain e-mails not being recorded on the ARMS system; and (2) to 
respond to allegations reported in the press that I made threats to the staff of our facilities 
contractor, Northrop Grumman, to keep silent about the problems created by the computer glitch. 
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I will describe the computer glitch in greater detail in one moment, but first let me give you my 
word that I never made any such threats, ft pains me even to utter these words, and to be forced 
to defend my reputation in front of this Committee, To be perfectly clear, and hopefully, to put 
this matter to rest once and for all, I repeat and reiterate that I unequivocally deny that I 
threatened anyone regarding disclosure of the e-mail situation. 

I also understand from press accounts that, contrary to what I believed in 1998, materials 
responsive to subpoenas issued during that time period may not have been produced. When I 
learned of the computer glitch, I quickly informed the White House and White House Counsel’s 
Office and I ordered that the problem be fixed. I also ordered the preservation of the back-up 
tapes containing the missing e-mails. When my office was asked tp search the e-mails for 
certain names, I believed the non- ARMS managed e-mails were searched. I now understand, 
though I did not understand it then, that the back-up tapes containing the e-mails may never have 
been searched. 

Now to the facts. Laura Crabtree, Branch Chief, Desk Top Systems of the Information Systems 
and Technology Division, first advised me of the Mail2 problem in June of 1998, when it was 
discovered by Northrop Grumman during an examination of the $ UNRECORDED VIEW file. I 
immediately tasked Ms. Crabtree to investigate the cause of the problem and to work with the 
contractor to take all necessary steps to remedy the problem and to preserve the data, Because of 
the confidential nature of some of the material alleged to be covered, I asked Ms. Crabtree to 
limit discussions about the material to the individuals necessary to conduct the repairs. 
Recognizing that there were potential legal issues related to the Armstrong case as well as the 
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Starr investigation, I also notified the White House Counsel’s Office and the Department of 
Justice of the anomaly. The Department of Justice officials I talked with were not concerned 
from an Armstrong perspective because the records were primarily presidential, and they viewed 
the problem as an unfortunate computer “glitch” that did not impair the reasonableness of the 
prior searches. I also directed a member of my staff to prepare a memorandum for the then- 
Assistant to the President for Management and Administration, Virginia Apuzzo. This 
memorandum was entitled “Technical Anomaly in Automated E-mail Records,” and is dated 
June 19, 1998. Ms. Apuzzo also copied the memorandum to former White House Counsel, 
Charles Ruff. 

With respect to correcting the problem, Northrop Grumman initially had taken the position that 
the effort was not covered by the existing contract and would have to be separately negotiated. 

In response, I tasked a member of my staff (experienced in procurement matters), who was 
familiar with the contract, to review the contract and make a legal determination as to its scope. 
Based on this review, I was advised that the effort was dearly covered by numerous paragraphs 
within the existing statement of work. I advised Northrop Grumman accordingly and directed 
them once again to investigate the cause of the problem, remedy the problem, and preserve the 
data. 

On September 16, 1998, Northrop Grumman sent a letter to our procurement officer stating that 
they knew about the e-mail problem and that they objected to a member of my staff providing 
direction on the repair effort without working through their supervisors. They also continued to 
assert that the repairs are out of the scope of our original contract. Obviously we maintained our 
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position that they were responsible for conducting the repairs and should do so as quickly as 
possible. 

By November of 1998, Northrop Grumman had identified the source of the problem, the time 
period during which the anomaly occurred, and the more than 500 users affected, and had 
properly reconfigured all affected accounts. I directed that they also set aside the back-up tapes 
that covered the affected time frame so that they would not be recycled. Finally, based on the 
government’s request, Northrop Grumman submitted an estimate in the amount of $600K to 
evaluate the technical feasibility and cost benefit of reconstructing the e-mails from the backup 
tapes. 

In April of 1999, Northrop Grumman discovered a separate e-mail anomaly involving users 
whose first name began with the Letter “D.” Upon discovery, Northrop Grumman notified the 
Associate Director for Information Systems & Technology, who then notified me (at that time I 
was the Director of the Office of Administration). Upon notification, we met to discuss the error 
and potential technical solutions. Once again, I notified White House Counsel’s Office of the 
glitch. By May 21, 1999, Northrop Grumman had identified the source of the problem, the time 
period during which the anomaly occurred, the users affected, and had properly reconfigured all 
affected accounts. 

To this day, while we have begun reconstruction efforts of the back-up tapes, the non- ARMS 
managed e-mails have not been retrieved. There are a number of reasons for this. First, as I 
stated earlier, I believed that appropriate disclosures had been made and that appropriate searches 
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were done, so I viewed this as a prospective problem only. Second, due to Y2k priorities, 
everything had to take aback seat until March 2000. Third, I have been told that the cost of 
reconstruction is enormous and that it will take months in which to accomplish the 
reconstruction. Finally, let me reiterate that my staff and I acted appropriately with respect to all 
of these matters, and I would be pleased to respond to your questions. 
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Mr. Burton. Ms. Crabtree, how do you want me to address you? 
Ms. Crabtree, or how? 

Mrs. Callahan. My correct name is Mrs. Callahan. 

Mr. Burton. Mrs. Callahan. OK. We will address you as Mrs. 
Callahan. 

Mrs. Callahan, do you have an opening statement? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, again, I’d just like to re-articulate the fact that, up 
until this event today, no one has made any attempt to reach me, 
unless my attorney has had such requests given to him, but to my 
knowledge there has been no attempt to get a hold of me, so, as 
a result, I would like to be able to start out, first of all, by introduc- 
ing myself to you. I’m pleased by the reaction to correct the name. 

So I would like you to get to know who I am, because, again, 
we’ve never had an opportunity to talk, so I don’t think anyone 
here really knows who Laura Callahan truly is. 

Just real briefly, I’d like to let you know that I am a career civil 
servant. I have almost 16 years of Federal service. I started my ca- 
reer of Civil Service back in 1984, and I have been working in var- 
ious different capacities. 

I came to Executive Office of the President on September 30, 
1996 as the Lotus Notes Windows/NT project manager. At the time 
that I arrived at the Executive Office of the President back in that 
September 30th date, the position of the desktop systems branch 
chief was vacant. The position was empty. Mr. Paul Myers was act- 
ing in the capacity of the branch chief at the time when I arrived 
back in 1996. 

In March 1997, the position of the desktop systems branch chief 
was announced and I competed for the position, in which I was 
then selected as the desktop systems branch chief. 

As the desktop systems branch chief, I was responsible for the 
customer service support activities, the help desk, as well as the 
developmental activities for the desktop systems and the Windows/ 
NT file servers. 

Prior to my coming to the EOP, I worked at the Pittsburgh Re- 
search Center for the Centers of Disease Control, National Insti- 
tute of Occupational Safety and Health. That particular research 
center was previously known as the Bureau of Mines Pittsburgh 
Research Center, an agency that was abolished and the functions 
assumed under the responsibility of the Centers for Disease Con- 
trol. 

For the time that I was at the Pittsburgh Research Center, I 
spent 3 years there as the director of the information systems and 
technology group responsible for the computing and networking 
needs there at the research center. 

I am a graduate of Thomas Edison State College in Trenton, NJ, 
and I have numerous certificates and a series of awards and rec- 
ognitions that I have basically been able to achieve over my almost 
16 years of Federal service. 

I do have available for you, if you would like, a list of those ac- 
complishments, because I think it helps you understand who I am, 
because those accomplishments number over 40, and they include 
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recognition from not only commands and agencies for which I 
worked for, but they also include recognition from outside entities. 

What I mean by that, to give you an idea of who I am, the out- 
side awards include the 1995 Supervisor of the Year Award 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me, Mrs. Callahan. I don’t mean to be impo- 
lite, but your entire record of accomplishments is not necessary at 
this time. We really want to get on with the questions pertinent 
to the hearing. 

If you would like to summarize, we’ll be happy to have you sum- 
marize. And we’re impressed, obviously, with your credentials, but 
we’d like to get on with the questioning. 

Do you have anything else you’d like to say? 

Mrs. Callahan. I would just like to know, sir, if you’d like them 
for the record so you understand who I am. 

Mr. Burton. Sure. We’ll be happy to put those in the record for 
you. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. 

And then I would also like to say that, at the Executive Office 
of the President, both in my capacity as the Lotus Notes, Windows/ 
NT program manager and also in my duties as the desktop systems 
branch chief, from what I’ve heard today, being my first exposure 
to these activities, I have to say that I’m rather ambivalent at the 
moment. I am here voluntarily and willingly to help you with any 
information that you need and provide any data that you so desire. 
I’m just, quite frankly, a little perplexed as to why it took today’s 
event and a subpoena. I would have been more than willing to be 
here at any previous time or help you with any information prior 
to this. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. I think we’ve covered that. 

My counsel contacted the White House. An agreement was 
reached that you and Mr. Lindsay would come down voluntarily, 
and then we understood that that was withdrawn and you hired 
counsel, and that’s why the subpoenas were issued. Nevertheless, 
we’re glad you’re here 

Mrs. Callahan. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. I just want to make 
sure that people understand, this is all very foreign to me. I hired 
counsel because I need someone that understands the process, and 
being that my counsel, himself, was the chief counsel for the Ethics 
Committee, I have been following his guidance just to help me get 
through the process, and that was the reason for securing counsel. 

Mr. Burton. That’s fine. We appreciate that. 

Now, let’s get back to the questions. 

Mrs. Callahan, when did you have your first conversation with 
Betty Lambuth about the problem with some incoming White 
House e-mails not being properly managed? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, it’s Mrs. Callahan. 

Mr. Burton. Mrs. Callahan. 

Mrs. Callahan. I know that’s a hard habit to break. 

Mr. Burton. Mrs. Callahan. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. When did you have your first conversation with Ms. 
Lambuth about this? 
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Mrs. Callahan. My first conversation is when Betty Lambuth 
approached me in June 1998 to advise me that we had yet another 
problem with e-mail. 

Mr. Burton. OK. During that conversation, did she show you an 
e-mail from Robert Haas or Yiman Salim describing the problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. It was a very brief interaction for her 
to advise me that they had yet another problem with the e-mail 
system 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, she did not 

Mrs. Callahan [continuing]. Which was not unusual. 

Mr. Burton [continuing]. Show you the memo? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. OK. How significant did you understand the prob- 
lem to be when you heard about it? Did you understand it to be 
pretty significant? 

Mrs. Callahan. The initial report from Betty Lambuth was to 
the effect that there had been some kind of a discrepancy noticed 
with the e-mail system. This was something that had been noticed 
and there was no data as of this time to tell us to what degree and 
depth the problem really occurred. 

Mr. Burton. Did you tell Ms. Lambuth at that time not to tell 
anyone about the problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. Not at that time, sir. 

Mr. Burton. But you did later? 

Mrs. Callahan. Later on, sir, there was a different series of 
events that occurred. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, we’ll get to those in just a minute. 

Did you instruct her at that time to tell her subordinates work- 
ing on the problem that they were not to tell anyone about it? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. Not at that time. 

Mr. Burton. Did you specifically say that they couldn’t talk to 
their bosses at Northrop Grumman? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. Not at that time. 

Mr. Burton. Not at that time. Well, when did you tell them that, 
and what did you tell them? 

Mrs. Callahan. Perhaps it would help, sir, for yourself and the 
committee to understand the series of events. Ms. Lambuth first 
reported that there had been a detected problem with the e-mail 
system 

Mr. Burton. We can’t hear you. Can you pull the microphone a 
little closer, please. 

Mrs. Callahan. We had learned about the problem through 
Betty Lambuth advising me that we had an anomaly with the e- 
mail system. My first reaction to her was what it has always been 
while I was employed at the Executive Office of the President, and 
that was the fact that, OK, this is not new. We’ve had numerous 
problems with the e-mail system. It was very poorly designed and 
very poorly constructed by a contractor prior to Northrop Grum- 
man. So, as a result, anomalies were fairly common, and, as our 
normal process, when an anomaly occurs our first order of business 
is to figure out what we’re dealing with — what is the situation, 
what is affected, what is the size and scope of the problem and the 
depth — so that we can figure out what the situation is and figure 
out the appropriate corrective measures. So that was the focus of 
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the first discussion with Ms. Lambuth was to figure out, indeed, 
what was this anomaly, and I instructed her to do some diagnostic 
research activities to find out the scope and depth of the situation. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. OK. So, when the meeting took place with all 
the people who were at the first table here today, what did you say 
to them during that conversation about the confidentiality of the 
records? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, prior to that, there are a couple 
key events I think would help the committee 

Mr. Burton. Well, I’m concerned about that meeting at this 
point. 

Mrs. Callahan. I can’t answer, sir, without giving you the ap- 
propriate context, because then you won’t be able to understand 
the reason for the meeting. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Give me the context. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. 

I had notified Mr. Lindsay immediately that we had an anomaly 
situation and that we had begun the research efforts. Very shortly, 
within a period of — and I’m working off of memory, bear with me — 
approximately a day or two of time passing, Betty Lambuth re- 
turned back to me very anxious, very nervous and concerned. She 
brought it to my attention the fact that Mr. Bob Haas had found 
e-mail messages pertaining to Monica Lewinsky and Ashley 
Raines. 

The reasoning for this activity was unclear to me and it was 
rather perplexing, because I had not instructed the contractors to 
do any type of subject matter search at this point in time, nor had 
I — would I have any role to do any of those type of searches during 
my employment at the EOP other than functioning as a normal 
employee responding to normal document searches and requests. 

So I was very concerned why all of a sudden we had specific e- 
mail being brought to my attention in a very, very short period of 
time when we did not even fully understand the size and the scope 
of the situation. 

So I had talked to Ms. Lambuth and asked her very specifically 
what was the situation, why did Bob take it upon himself, Mr. 
Haas, to do these searches. 

She was unable to answer that question for me and re-articu- 
lated something that was a regular pattern at the EOP, and that 
regular pattern was the fact that Mr. Haas was a very talkative 
individual and very inquisitive individual, similar to, like, a child 
on the first, you know, on the day of Christmas, waking up first, 
running down, and opening up all the presents to see what is in- 
side before anyone else had a chance. 

So, as a result of her concern and her repeated issues working 
with Mr. Haas in the past, and the fact that he had somehow taken 
it upon himself — through whatever means I am not sure — to do a 
search and had already found these documents dealing with Ashley 
Raines and Monica Lewinsky was a concern of both Betty Lambuth 
and myself. 

So we had discussed options on how to approach this, in which 
case we decided that we would get a meeting together with all of 
the team members, including Mr. Haas and Betty Lambuth, and 
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basically walk them through the standard procedures of how we 
handle these type of events at the EOP. 

And what I mean by that, as far as the “standard procedures” 
and what they were advised at the meeting was the fact that the 
normal procedures are, if you are receiving any inquiries from folks 
such as the press, to please refer them to the Office of Public Af- 
fairs, and if anyone else had any particular questions or had a need 
to know, to please refer them to either myself or Mr. Lindsay. 

So Betty and I had made the decision jointly to have that meet- 
ing, and I, in turn, left and went and advised Mr. Lindsay of the 
situation — that Mr. Haas had found this information. We did not 
know what his motivation was behind that. And there was already 
people in the hallway starting to discuss this. And obviously, as we 
are all aware from the newspapers and the media, the other events 
going on, when I advised Mr. Lindsay of this he concurred that this 
was a situation that we needed to be careful of because it was sen- 
sitive. And, as such, Mr. Lindsay participated in the team con- 
ference call meeting in which all of the members of the team were 
present and Mr. Lindsay was there via conference call, and re-ar- 
ticulated the standard operating procedure. And in absolutely no 
way did I ever make any personal threats to any individuals during 
that timeframe. 

Mr. Burton. We had, I think, five people there. Three of them 
indicated that they had been told to be quiet, to keep a lid on this, 
that there was a threat that they might even go to jail if they said 
something. There were three of them that recalled that. One of 
them even told her supervisor that she couldn’t tell him anything, 
even though he threatened her with reprisals, because she said she 
didn’t want to go to jail. 

Now, how did they get that idea, do you think? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, first of all, from what I have 
heard today, there’s very different recollections of those individuals, 
and 

Mr. Burton. Well, excuse me for interrupting, three of them 
have referred to the jail comment, two of them said they don’t re- 
call that, but they didn’t refute it. So no one has refuted it, but 
three have said that they felt that there was a possibility they 
would face jail. Now, how do you suppose they got that feeling? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, I could tell you and the other 
members of this committee I did not threaten them with any sense 
of jail for several reasons, and first 

Mr. Burton. Did you threaten them with dismissal or any kind 
of reprisals? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir, because there — they would be idle 
threats. I have no authority, first of all, to carry out these type of 
threats. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mrs. Callahan. And, No. 2, it is not anywhere in my demeanor 
and my past practice or my character to do those type of threats. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, let me ask Mr. Lindsay a couple of ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Lindsay, do you recall the phone call in question? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t. 
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Mr. Burton. You don’t recall the phone call with them in Mrs. 
Callahan’s office? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t recall? Well, during that — the selective 
memory loss of people that come to us from the White House just 
mystifies me. 

Mr. Lindsay. I assure you, sir, it’s not selective. 

Mr. Burton. This was a pretty significant conversation. They 
were talking about e-mails that had been lost, which had been sub- 
poenaed by myself, the independent counsel, and the Justice De- 
partment, and there are all these people from Northrop Grumman 
in then Ms. Crabtree or Mrs. Callahan’s office, and you don’t recall 
talking to them about that? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. And I think that one of the things, to place 
this into context, is that at that present time I was handling two 
other investigations directed by Congress over the handling of clas- 
sified materials, which I considered very, very serious. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. And I had numerous conference calls over those 
materials, where I worked with Chairman Solomon’s committee 
and the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. I also had investigations that were going on deal- 
ing with those things. Those were investigations that I was tasked 
with dealing with Members and dealing with other individuals in 
resolving those issues. 

Mr. Burton. Were you aware of the subpoenas that had been 
issued by the House, this committee, and the independent counsel 
asking for documents pertaining to a whole series of investigations 
involving the FBI files, the Travel Office investigation, the 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Then, if you were aware of those and you knew the 
e-mails were relevant to our investigations, why wouldn’t this click 
on in your brain? 

Mr. Lindsay. Because, as Mrs. Callahan stated, my instruction 
from the very first instance was to fix whatever problem was there, 
but to also identify the scope and breadth of what the problem was. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. This was very early in the situation in terms of 
what was going on. 

I didn’t know for sure that information had not been provided to 
you or any other committee. I knew that document productions had 
been made. Of course, that was very obvious and common knowl- 
edge. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, let 

Mr. Lindsay. What I didn’t know was that the information con- 
tained in these e-mails was e-mails that was responsive to the doc- 
ument request that you are referring to. 

Mr. Burton. Let me — you had e-mails that had been lost since 
September 1996. The campaign finance investigation dealt with 
that timeframe. Money came in from all over the world into cam- 
paigns. There was a serious investigation going on. And the e-mails 
that were lost during that timeframe, you didn’t even — that didn’t 
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click into your mind that they might have been relevant to that in- 
vestigation? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, first off, Mr. Chairman, I would say that 
whether e-mails were lost or not is a conclusion that was — a tech- 
nical conclusion that had not been reached yet. What I asked be 
done is that there be an investigation to find out what the nature 
of the problem was. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Lindsay. So I think it would be premature for me to say 
that. And, as Mrs. Callahan stated 

Mr. Burton. Let me just ask one more question here, and then 
we’ll yield to my colleagues. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You do not remember saying anything about this 
in a telephone conversation to the people that were at that meet- 
ing? All five of them remember, but you don’t? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. Like I said, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. You don’t remember? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Burton. OK. You don’t remember. 

And, Mrs. Callahan, you don’t remember making any kind of a 
threat to any of these people, even though they all remember being 
concerned about what was said at that meeting, and so concerned 
that they went to Starbuck’s and across the street to a park to talk 
about these things? You don’t remember making any kind of a 
threat of any type to them? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, I did not threaten anyone. I ad- 
vised them of the standard practice and the procedures to handle 
sensitive situations. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mrs. Callahan, you’ve said you worked for the Fed- 
eral Government since 1984; is that right? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And are you a career civil servant or a political ap- 
pointee? 

Mrs. Callahan. I’m a career civil servant, sir, with absolutely no 
desires or aspirations for the politics. 

Mr. Waxman. In fact, I understand you are a registered Repub- 
lican, or at least you were at the time all of this happened; is that 
right? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir, I was, and I still am. 

Mr. Waxman. What is your area of expertise? 

Mrs. Callahan. My area of expertise is in the computer science 
arena. I have been working in that capacity since my entrance into 
the Federal civil service back in 1984. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you received any Federal awards for Federal 
service? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. In fact, I’ve submitted for the record 
here, I have over 40 different awards. Most recently are two from 
last week for exemplary achievement. I also have awards from 
independent parties, such as being named one of the Nation’s top 
webmasters in 1996, I believe was the year, and in 1995 I received 
the award from the Federal Executive Board, the Bronze Award, 
for being supervisor of the year. And I have a litany of other ac- 
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complishments and achievements for which I have been recognized 
for my work. 

Mr. Waxman. How long were you employed at the Executive Of- 
fice of the President [EOP]? 

Mrs. Callahan. I was employed from September 30, 1996 until 
about October 10th or 11th, 1998. 

Mr. Waxman. And what were your duties at the EOP? 

Mrs. Callahan. My initial duties, I was hired to be the Win- 
dows/NT and Lotus Notes program manager. That’s what I started 
out as. And then I competed for and was selected into the position 
of the desktop systems branch chief in March 1997, where I then 
took on the responsibilities of customer service, support, help desk, 
as well as the development activities for the desktop systems, 
which included the desktop, themselves, the computers on the peo- 
ple’s desks and what they saw, as well as the Windows/NT servers. 

Mr. Waxman. Where do you work now? 

Mrs. Callahan. I currently work at the Department of Labor. I 
am — just to give you a little bit about myself there, I am in the 
senior executive service at the Department of Labor 

Mr. Waxman. Briefly, because I have questions I want to ask 
about the issue under investigation today. 

Mrs. Callahan. Certainly. And I’m the special 

Mr. Waxman. Aside from investigating your background. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. And I’m the Special Assistant for In- 
formation Technology, where I perform the duties of the Deputy 
CIO, and I am the Director of the Information and Technology Cen- 
ter. 

Mr. Waxman. I believe you learned about the Mail2 problem in 
June 1998. How did you find out? 

Mrs. Callahan. Ms. Betty Lambuth brought it to my attention. 

Mr. Waxman. And what were you told about the nature of the 
problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. This was very much unknown. We just knew we 
had some type of an anomaly. We didn’t even know the size and 
scope of the situation, and we didn’t know at that time if it was 
strictly one of the mail servers or all of the mail servers. We just 
knew we had a problem. 

Mr. Waxman. And what was your reaction to the problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. I go into my normal diagnostic behavior. I in- 
structed her that we have a situation, that we need to figure out 
what it is, and asked her to go back and look at the situation and 
research it to find out the scope of the situation, how large it was, 
did it affect all of the e-mail servers, some of the e-mail servers, 
all of user accounts, some of the user accounts, certain types of e- 
mail — basically diagnostic type discussion. 

He was very concerned that we go and do some research to find 
out whose e-mail this affected, how many people, and basic diag- 
nostic information. He re-articulated the fact to find out. 

Mr. Waxman. I understand one of the first things that you did 
was to call a meeting in your office on June 15, 1998, with the Nor- 
throp Grumman employees who were responsible for the ARMS- 
Lotus interface. These were the same individuals that testified on 
the first panel. 
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There have been allegations that you threatened them with jail. 
Mr. Burton has already asked you about that, but they told us — 
some of them, anyway, said that they thought you were threaten- 
ing them with jail if they talked about the e-mail problem. Mr. 
Haas claims that you told him there would be “a jail cell with his 
name on it” if he mentioned the problem to his wife. Others who 
were present for this meeting, like Ms. Salim and Mr. Spriggs, 
have said that they don’t remember you making any threats. 

I want to ask you about this meeting and what you said. 

At that meeting, did you tell anybody to destroy any e-mails or 
cover up the problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. On the issue of destruction of e-mail, I have 
never given any instruction to destroy any e-mail messages. I want 
to make sure that that’s very perfectly clear to everybody. 

In regards to the meeting, what prompted the meeting was the 
fact that a Northrop Grumman employee, Mr. Robert Haas, had 
brought to Betty Lambuth’s attention that he had found e-mail per- 
taining to Ashley Raines and Monica Lewinsky, when there had 
been on direction, to my knowledge, given to him to conduct such 
a search, and why — quite frankly, it perplexes me. I don’t under- 
stand his motivation at this point in time, because we were in a 
diagnostic mode, trying to understand, first of all, what servers 
were involved and then which e-mail users on which server were 
impacted, and then, when we could figure out that, we had to fig- 
ure out how many e-mails for each of those users were, indeed, af- 
fected. We did not know that at this time. 

I’m also a little perplexed, quite frankly, if I may. I’ve heard alle- 
gations that have been made and I’ve read them in the Washington 
Times, and it makes me, quite frankly, a little angry — well, it 
makes me a lot angry for several reasons, because they are strictly 
allegations. But, in addition to that, I find it rather mystifying that 
someone like Betty Lambuth can make a statement today about 
being threatened by myself and feeling so concerned that she’s 
going to jail by this alleged threat that she felt it to make the deci- 
sion herself to have these meetings offsite, but yet this is the same 
individual who, after leaving the EOP in July, accepted an invita- 
tion to my wedding and attended my wedding in September of that 
very same year, in September 1998, bringing me a gift and wishing 
me well. I’m just, quite frankly, perplexed by all of the different be- 
haviors. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me ask you this about Mr. Haas, because he 
made the accusation, and I thought he was pretty sincere. He did 
tell us he made a flippant comment to you, and your response 
might have been a flippant response, because sometimes when peo- 
ple say something flippant they get a similar response, but he 
didn’t take it to be flippant. He said you responded — I think he 
asked, “What will happen if I tell my wife or tell people?” And you 
said, “There will be a jail cell with your name on it.” Could that 
have been the way this whole thing took place and you just don’t 
recall it? 

Mrs. Callahan. I do not ever remember, nor would I have ever 
said anything about a jail cell. And, quite frankly, I think Mr. Haas 
characterized himself with his flippant comments. I would suggest 
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that he may be either having bad recollection or may have an over- 
active imagination with regards to the threat being made to him. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, you could have said that, “If this information 
gets out, it would be in violation of the contract, the law,” some- 
thing like that? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Waxman, first of all, we didn’t know what 
the information was. We were still trying to 

Mr. Waxman. Well, you knew that the President was being in- 
vestigated and the Congress and the independent counsel and ev- 
erybody was trying to get documents and e-mail, that there were 
a lot of things that weren’t on that whole system that was sup- 
posed to enable people to get all the documents. You knew that 
right away, didn’t you? 

Mrs. Callahan. At that point in time, we did not know. The only 
knowledge that I had was the fact that Mr. Haas had found some 
e-mail messages, four, that dealt with Ashley Raines and Monica 
Lewinsky, and, as a result of that, I had the meeting in order to 
advise them not to have any open discussions about this because 
I had Betty Lambuth approach me and tell me she was concerned 
that Mr. Haas was unable to control himself and was talking about 
this openly, and she wanted some reassurance, you know, given to 
her team about the standard practice and procedure for this, and 
that was the focus of the meeting. 

And, also, so you can understand, I was only involved in this 
process for a period of maybe 1 to 2 weeks. My memory doesn’t re- 
call the exact number of days, but as soon as my boss, Kathy Gal- 
lant, returned, the project was handed over to her and she saw it 
through from that point on, so my involvement is very limited at 
the very early stages of this. 

Mr. Waxman. But you did ask them at that meeting not to talk 
about it publicly; is that right? 

Mrs. Callahan. I advised them of the standard procedures, and 
the fact that if they were approached by the press to talk to the 
Office of Public Affairs, and if anyone had any specific questions, 
to please address them to myself and Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you think that was a reasonable request of 
them, given the circumstances? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And was Mr. Lindsay present at that meeting? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Lindsay was conference called in. It was a — 
it was during a time where it was extremely busy and there was 
a lot of activity going on, and his availability was very, very lim- 
ited, so we conference called him in. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he threaten anybody in that conference call? 

Mrs. Callahan. Absolutely not. I never heard Mr. Lindsay make 
any threats. 

Mr. Waxman. I see my time has expired. 

Mr. Burton. We have a vote on. We’ll stand in recess until the 
call of the gavel. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The problem is we had the Speaker of the House 
making a point of order on the floor dealing with the chaplain, and, 
unfortunately, that had to be attended by a lot of the Members. 

I now yield to Mr. Souder. 



159 


Mr. Souder. 

Mr. Souder. I thank the chairman. And I want to make it clear, 
Mrs. Callahan, if I mistakenly say “Crabtree,” please forgive me. 
I know Mr. Lindsay made that mistake twice in his opening state- 
ment, as well. Nobody is deliberately trying to make any mistakes. 
When you get mentally on one track, it’s very easy to do that. 

I want to start over and go — you laid out kind of how you saw 
the perspective of the meetings, but I want to go back through 
some specifics with that. 

Did you — I understand you informed Mr. Lindsay immediately 
after the first meeting with Ms. Lambuth. Was Paulette Cichon, 
then Deputy Director of White House Office of Administration, 
present when you informed Mr. Lindsay of the problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. Paulette Cichon was not available at the 
time. I remember stopping by her office and she wasn’t there, and 
that’s when I was able to find Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Souder. Was anyone else there when you talked to Mr. 
Lindsay? 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. Would you pull the microphone close. 
Your voice is very soft, and it is very difficult to hear you. Thank 
you. 

Mrs. Callahan. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Souder. Was anyone else present when you gave the mes- 
sage to Mr. Lindsay? 

Mrs. Callahan. Not that I recall, sir. 

Mr. Souder. Did he give you a message to convey back to Ms. 
Lambuth or anybody else who was working there? Did he say, 
“Please communicate this to them?” 

Mrs. Callahan. Not at that time, sir. No. 

Mr. Souder. When you say “not at that time,” you’re saying he 
didn’t give you a message to convey to them at any point? What 
time would he have told you? You’ve said that a number of times. 

Mrs. Callahan. Well, the first time I advised Mr. Lindsay of the 
problem was the fact that we had yet another e-mail problem. That 
was the first notification, which, again, is not unusual, given the 
fact that e-mail problems were frequent at the Executive Office of 
the President because of the very poor design of this system and 
the severe constraints of the hardware. So I had given him the first 
notification that we had an anomaly, and he basically told me, 
“Well, we need to find out what’s going on,” and went through the 
discussion I’ve mentioned earlier about diagnostics, and at that 
point I left his office. 

Mr. Souder. At any point in future meetings did — you’ve main- 
tained that he — that you didn’t use — did he use the word “jail,” “ar- 
rested,” or anything like that? 

Mrs. Callahan. I’ve never heard Mr. Lindsay use those words. 

Mr. Souder. In this code that you said you told the employees 
about, is that what you referred to it, as a code? 

Mrs. Callahan. It’s standard operating procedures. 

Mr. Souder. In standard operating procedures, what is that if 
somebody disobeys you? 

Mrs. Callahan. We didn’t talk about disobeying. I just gave in- 
structions to the staff on what the procedures were and articulated 
to them that if anyone is inquiring from outside the EOP, such as 
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the press, they were to talk with the Office of Public Affairs and 
refer them to that office. 

Mr. Souder. So neither you — to your knowledge, nothing came 
from Mr. Lindsay or yourself that said if they didn’t follow the 
standard operating procedures they would have any problems? 

Mrs. Call a han. No, sir. 

Mr. Souder. So it was just kind of, like, being friendly to them, 
and just saying, “Look, this is the way we do business?” 

Mrs. Callahan. Just — we articulated the standard operating 
procedures, and none of the individuals involved ever came back to 
me, up until what I heard today, to even express a concern that 
they had even felt threatened to begin with. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Lindsay 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Souder [continuing]. I assume that’s your testimony, as 
well, that you did not tell Mrs. Callahan that there would be any 
punishment? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. There was — I had no power to punish. 
The statement I’m very perplexed about 

Mr. Souder. Can I interrupt you just a second? 

Mr. Lindsay. Sure. 

Mr. Souder. None of us are alleging that you or Mrs. Callahan 
had any power to punish. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Souder. You can make a threat or an implied threat that 
someone else can have the power to punish, whether or not you do. 
So I’m not accusing you of saying you had the power to punish. The 
question is: did you imply back that if any of them leaked this in- 
formation or let anybody outside or didn’t follow standard operat- 
ing procedures that they could be disciplined? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not. 

Mr. Souder. Mrs. Callahan, again, did you convey a message 
from — any kind of message from Mr. Lindsay to Ms. Lambuth? 

Mrs. Callahan. The only thing I conveyed was the fact that we 
needed to go through our diagnostic process. 

Mr. Souder. And how do you think they interpreted that? In 
other words, given the fact that you had talked with Mr. Lindsay, 
clearly were going up the chain of command, and then coming 
back, how do you think they interpreted that? And could they have, 
in fact, felt intimidated by the way it was delivered? Or do you 
think they just behaved irrationally in their concern? 

Mrs. Callahan. First of all, sir, the first interaction was between 
myself and Ms. Lambuth. The other staff members weren’t in- 
volved. In that regard, I just communicated back to her the need 
to do the diagnostic activities. It wasn’t until after it was brought 
to my attention that we had an individual on the team, Mr. Haas, 
talking about this and there was hallway chatter going on that the 
second meeting was prompted. 

Mr. Souder. Did Ms. Lambuth request to meet with Mr. Lind- 
say? Did she request a meeting when she talked to you? 

Mrs. Callahan. I’m not aware of that. 

Mr. Souder. Did she indicate that she wanted a meeting to hear 
the message directly, any kind of message from Mr. Lindsay? 

Mrs. Callahan. I don’t recall that at all. 
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Mr. Souder. And I do want to correct one thing that you had 
said in the record. You said that you were confused that — because 
she had given you a present, I think, for your wedding after the 
period of time where supposedly she felt threatened. Mr. Hawkins 
communicated to us that she felt she was in your pocket. In other 
words, in the first panel, he was accusing her of being too close to 
the contracting officer. She said on the record that she wasn’t so 
close to you that it would be dependent. But, just to make the 
record clear, she was hardly viewed by this panel or the Members 
of Congress here or anyone else as hostile to you, and she was re- 
laying the facts as she heard them, but, in fact, she was accused 
by another witness on the panel as being too close to you and lis- 
tening to you rather than to her direct supervisor, which is a little 
bit different implication of that. 

Mr. Lindsay, did you ever meet Ms. Lambuth to hear her mes- 
sage or to give any messages to her face-to-face? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any recollection of a specific meeting 
with her at all, nor, in the normal course of things — the thing to 
keep in mind is we had over 200 folks who work for the agency. 
As I mentioned before, we had numerous investigations, we had 
other matters. I was the general counsel. And, frankly, this whole 
genre was a little bit out of my bailiwick. So, frankly, my informa- 
tion, I used the conduits that I had and the people that we’d been 
able to work with and had a trusted relationship, Laura being one 
of those people, to act as a conduit, and the associate director for 
information systems. 

So it would be — it was impractical for me to go and have individ- 
ual discussions with every single person in a particular matter. 

In addition to that, the — because when I talked with Mr. Haw- 
kins at a later date, when he raised an issue of whether or not we 
were properly acting within the scope of the particular contract, I 
believed very much that it was within scope, and their attempts to 
acquire additional funds to perform this work was inappropriate, so 
we did have those kinds of discussions about those matters and no 
discussions of intimidation or anything else came up. 

Mr. Souder. I want to repeat something I said earlier. One of 
the difficult things, as a Member of Congress, as we get into this, 
is both of you seem to be very skilled public servants. You both 
seem very nice and very pleasant. The truth is that so have most 
people who have been in front of us. This isn’t anything personal 
with anybody, but over time, over 5 years, we’ve lost a tremendous 
degree of confidence in the ability to get truth, and that isn’t a re- 
flection on any individual, but we’re trying to do our job of getting 
to the bottom of this. 

Mr. Lindsay. I have a very significant degree of respect for the 
congressional process and what happens based on my experience 
and the time that I worked here, so I very much respect that proc- 
ess. 

Mr. Souder. And we’ve had a big conflict over the period of time 
at hand, 1996 to 1998. We’ve had a very difficult time with wit- 
nesses fleeing the country, with trying to pursue that. And both of 
you have talked about how busy you were, and I understand trying 
to recall conversations when you have multiple investigations 
going, you don’t remember necessarily particular meetings or what 
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was said at something, but — particularly early on. However, we 
have a memo that was sent to John Podesta, assistant to the Presi- 
dent at that time, the deputy chief of staff, from a Virginia Apuzzo 
that appears — there’s a handwritten note to Chuck, who we believe 
is Charles Ruff, that is warning them about this, and clearly — I 
mean, I don’t know how often this kind of memo would go up to 
this high a level in the White House, as well as to the legal counsel 
of the White House saying, “Look, this could be a super big prob- 
lem.” 

To me, the impression I’m getting is that you had two more-im- 
portant investigations than this one, but is that unusual to have 
a memorandum go to John Podesta saying that ARMS is an infor- 
mation system designed to provide comprehensive archives; that, in 
fact, a lot of these archives aren’t there — describes a description of 
it? Why would something like this go to the very top echelons of 
the White House and to the top of his legal team? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, I can’t answer the specific reason as to why 
the assistant to the President for management and administration 
transmitted that memorandum to the chief of staff. What I can — 
to the deputy chief of staff. What I can say is that I conveyed this 
information. 

You have to understand, I mean, I’ve practiced law and I under- 
stood the circumstances that the folks in the counsel’s office were 
in, and I knew, too, that for me to try and act on their behalf in 
these types of matters was inappropriate. I knew what we needed 
to do was to convey — try to collect the information as soberly and 
deliberately as we could and then present that information. 

And I’ll be perfectly frank with you. As soon as we provided this 
information that I provided to my superiors, I could put a bit of a 
sigh of relief, because, frankly, we had conveyed it, and then it was 
up to them to provide the — particularly the legal folks — to provide 
the legal analysis based on the information, the evidence, and the 
materials that they had which I didn’t have access to at that par- 
ticular time. 

Mr. Souder. You’re also used to working with politicians, and I 
think we can all understand that what we heard today is it is not 
even plausible that there was a backup for most of these incoming 
e-mails, which is a limited universe, but critical incoming e-mails 
that could have been coming from John Huang or Charlie Trie or 
the Democratic Committee and taken out. 

Obvious politicians and the legal attorneys at the White House 
realized this was a potential nuclear bomb. This isn’t just kind of, 
“Oh, this is a little glitch in the computers.” This is potentially 
hundreds of thousands of relevant — not all of them relevant, but 
buried in that that may have been, in fact, deleted because there 
was no longer a backup system to catch it. 

Mr. Lindsay. I have no information to support that supposition. 

Mr. Souder. Other than it went to the top echelons of the White 
House immediately after you had had a meeting. 

Mr. Lindsay. I know that there was a transmission of that infor- 
mation, but that was in the normal course of things. I met with 
Chuck Ruff at the counsels’ meeting twice a week. 

Mr. Souder. Yes. 
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Mr. Lindsay. And we would discuss computer types of issues. 
And this was the proper forum to do it and to convey that to him 
so that they could make the appropriate determination. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I am surprised and very dis- 
appointed to have learned, just walking into the meeting a few 
minutes ago, that you have unilaterally disinvited Beth Nolan, the 
White House counsel, to testify today. She was on the agenda to 
testify. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman will yield 

Mr. Waxman. I won’t yield at this point, but I will when I have 
completed. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m disappointed because, as basic fairness, both in 
treating the minority and in this hearing, we should have Beth 
Nolan here today to testify. She can give us information about 
Monica Lewinsky and the e-mails, and clarify all the innuendo that 
has been raised. 

Mr. Burton. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Waxman. Not yet. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. And for us not to even have been consulted about 
taking her off the schedule, even if she is going to be invited next 
week, there’s this huge gap where you have out there statements 
that were made, a lot of confused statements that were made, with 
all sorts of accusations, which I think could have been cleared up 
and should have been cleared up in the same day at the same hear- 
ing. 

I’ll yield to the chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just say that we have information that we 
have received at e-mails involving the Vice President, and we had 
some other information that was conveyed to us today. The staff 
and I talked about it, and we agreed that, rather than have Ms. 
Nolan come up twice, once today and again next week after we re- 
viewed the Vice President issue and the other things that we re- 
ceived today, we thought it would be better for her and for the com- 
mittee for us to do it all at once. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, reclaiming my time, I think what has hap- 
pened, Mr. Chairman, is that you haven’t been able to establish 
your case with any clarity that anybody did anything wrong, and 
therefore you are trying to find another set of arguments to come 
in with so you can make some other accusations and then have her 
answer those accusations. 

Today, we have had testimony from people who said they were 
threatened, they were told to keep quiet. We had a witness who 
said she heard from somebody else about what was in these e-mails 
and how damaging they were. Of course, that was contradicted by 
other testimony. But the person who could give us information that 
would clarify whether the e-mails were actually given to this com- 
mittee and to the independent counsel was Ms. Nolan, the White 
House counsel. 

You may have consulted your counsel, but you didn’t consult the 
minority, and I think it was an improper way to treat the minority 
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on this committee, and certainly an improper way to conduct a 
hearing that should be fair. And I think by this action it is clear 
that it is not fair. 

But I want to pursue some questions with the witnesses that are 
here today, so maybe we can get to some of the facts. 

Mr. Lindsay 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. Just by way of background, just sum- 
marize your career very quickly in the Executive Office of the 
President prior to your current job. 

Mr. Lindsay. I’ve had several posts within the Executive Office 
of the President. I started when I left as working for Congressman 
Louis Stokes. I joined the Executive Office of the President as the 
general counsel for the Office of Administration. In that position, 
I worked on many legislative matters and legal matters within the 
Office of Administration, which primarily comprised most of the 
business functions that went on and providing administrative sup- 
port to the White House. 

After a period of time, I was promoted to be chief of staff and 
general counsel within the Office of Administration and performed 
that position for a while, and then was moved to be counselor to — 
senior counselor for management and administration within the 
White House office, where I worked directly for Ms. Virginia 
Apuzzo, the assistant to the President for management and admin- 
istration. 

At some point after that, the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion left and I was requested by my superior to rejoin the Office 
of the Administration as its director because we had pending testi- 
mony date before Congress that was coming up. I was familiar with 
some of the issues and I was tasked with rejoining the Office of the 
Administration and testifying before Congress, which I believe 
went quite successfully. 

Mr. Waxman. Is the Office of Administration part of the White 
House? 

Mr. Lindsay. It is not, sir. It is — the White House office is a sep- 
arate agency which receives its own appropriation. 

Mr. Waxman. Does it play a political role? Does the Office of Ad- 
ministration play a political role? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. The objective of the Office of Administration is 
to provide common administrative support for the Executive Office 
of the President. Most of the people, the vast majority of the peo- 
ple, all but at that time probably six individuals who worked for 
the Office of Administration, were career individuals who had 
worked for the administration, administration after administration, 
and served the Presidency and not a particular President. 

Mr. Waxman. At the time of the discovery of this Mail2 problem, 
what was your position at the Office of Administration? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was the chief of staff and general counsel. 

Mr. Waxman. And how did you learn about this problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Mrs. Callahan came to me and let me know about 
it. 

Mr. Waxman. And what did you do after you learned about the 
problem? 
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Mr. Lindsay. Well, the first thing was to gather more informa- 
tion as to what was going on, and I remember asking her to do — 
to look into it a little bit further, and providing her with instruc- 
tions that we needed to fix it. We want to get this stuff squared 
away, whatever it was. I didn’t know or have any real detailed un- 
derstanding of what was necessary to do that, but I saw, as a ad- 
ministrative manager there, that one of the things that was impor- 
tant for me to do and I saw as part of my duty is to, at least, from 
the very beginning, push toward resolution of the problem, what- 
ever its scope. 

Mr. Waxman. There have been allegations that you or Mrs. Cal- 
lahan threatened Northrop Grumman employees, telling them that 
they could face jail if they discussed the mail problem with anyone. 
Did you threaten any of these employees? 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Waxman, absolutely not. I didn’t and I’m not 
aware of any threats being made by any Government employee to 
any Northrop Grumman employee. 

Mr. Waxman. What did you tell the Northrop Grumman contrac- 
tors? 

Mr. Lindsay. I’ll be perfectly honest with you: I don’t have a 
recollection of having specific direction and conversations with 
them. My conduit for dealing with the contractors were Govern- 
ment employees. The contractors did not report to me, they did not 
provide work reports, none of those things. They all went to the 
technical staff that was there, and then those technical staff people 
would then, where appropriate, bring matters to my attention. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you want to limit the discussion of the prob- 
lem to the people involved in making the repairs? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Waxman. And was that an attempt to cover up the problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you instruct them not to tell their managers 
about the problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you, yourself, brief Northrop contract manager 
Steve Hawkins about the problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, after hearing about the e-mail problem, you 
also specifically instructed that backup tapes containing the non- 
archived e-mails be saved; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And why did you do that? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did that because my state of knowledge as to the 
volatility associated with the systems that we had, I wanted to 
make sure that we took — whatever steps necessary were there to 
preserve the information. That’s one thing that I saw as a primary 
responsibility of mine is to preserve information, to make sure that 
their records were kept at least in one of those three places where 
they could reside on someone’s computer or on the server, on the 
ARMS system, or on backup tapes. 

Mr. Waxman. I understand you informed senior officials at the 
White House about the e-mail problem. In fact, I have a June 19th 
memo to John Podesta, then the deputy chief of staff, that you 
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helped draft that describes the problem. I want to ask you about 
this. 

Who did you inform at the White House about this problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. My immediate superior, the director of the Office 
of Administration, and also Virginia Apuzzo, who is my boss also, 
and the assistant to the President for management and administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you inform the White House counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was directed by my boss to contact the counsel 
to the President immediately. 

Mr. Waxman. And what did you tell them? 

Mr. Lindsay. Told him essentially the material or the informa- 
tion that is contained in the memorandum — that there was a glitch 
with the computer system where incoming e-mails may not have 
been collected by the ARMS records management system. 

Mr. Waxman. And what was the response of Mr. Podesta and 
Mr. Ruff, then the White House counsel? 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Podesta’s response was just to ask if I had had 
any conversation with Mr. Ruff, and, frankly, I didn’t provide any 
other briefings or other information for him. I talked with Mr. — the 
counsel to the President at that point afterwards. 

Mr. Waxman. Did anyone at the White House tell you to hide the 
problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. Did anyone at the White House tell you to destroy 
any e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. My understanding is that you were requested to 
perform a test of the system to figure out the extent of the e-mail 
problem; is that right? 

Mr. Lindsay. I didn’t understand it — I didn’t take it as a test at 
that particular time, but I did receive a set of names that were pro- 
vided to me by folks in the White House counsel’s office, which I 
conveyed to our technical folks, and they did perform an analysis 
of those names, and the results were then provided back to the 
counsel’s office for comparison with other documents that have 
been produced. 

Mr. Waxman. And tell me more about this test. How was it con- 
ducted? And what were the results of that test search? And did you 
think the problem had been fixed as a result? 

Mr. Lindsay. I couldn’t tell you, based on that information. I 
made it a habit as to not to look and review documentary produc- 
tions from e-mail searches, myself. What I did — because we were 
the custodian of the records, it was not my job to review those 
records for responsiveness, or whatever. We received the search 
language. In this particular case, it was provided directly to me. I 
conveyed that to my technical staff, and then they performed the 
search of the information. 

It was my belief at the time that they conducted this search of 
the data base or the information, a manual search, as I remember 
it, outside of the ARMS records management system. 

Subsequent to that, I’ve learned that that may not have taken 
place, but my understanding at that time was that that was the 
information that was being provided back to me, and I conveyed 
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that to the counsel’s office, and then they and only they could actu- 
ally perform the review and the comparison with what other docu- 
ments had been produced and what came up with that particular 
search to check and see if there was a problem. 

My recollection is that, after that was done, some time went by 
and the word that I got back was that, “Hey, these are duplicates. 
It probably isn’t that big of a problem because this information has 
already been produced.” 

Mr. Waxman. It was produced by a separate search of individual 
e-mail systems? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s what I would surmise. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Was the President or the Vice President told about the problem, 
to your knowledge? 

Mr. Lindsay. I would have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Apuzzo is, I guess, one of your superiors? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct. 

Mr. Burton. And you don’t recall the phone conversation that 
you had with Mrs. Callahan and the people that were in her office? 
You say you don’t recall that phone call? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. I mean, it was over — almost 2 years ago. 

Mr. Burton. I know. You don’t recall the phone call. And yet, 
just a matter of a couple days later, you assisted in writing a memo 
to Mr. Podesta from Ms. Apuzzo about — and it’s a pretty complex 
memo, going into some detail about the problem. But you don’t re- 
member the phone call? 

Mr. Lindsay. As I said, the conversation on the phone call took 
place over 2 years — about 2 years ago, and it was a very short du- 
ration. At that time 

Mr. Burton. But you remember the memo, though? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, because I’ve seen the memo. But I’ll be per- 
fectly honest with you: when this matter was brought to my atten- 
tion for the first time, I didn’t remember the memo. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Now, I want to make sure I’ve got all this 
straight. 

You don’t remember the phone call, and yet five people from Nor- 
throp Grumman all sat at that table just a while ago and they all 
remember the phone call. 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. Let me just finish. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. They all remember the phone call. Three of them 
felt that they were threatened with possible jail. All five of them 
said they felt some kind of threat or intimidation from Ms. 
Crabtree — then Ms. Crabtree, now Mrs. Callahan — but she said 
that never happened and doesn’t remember anything like that. 
That just didn’t happen. 

I just can’t believe that five people would all come here and lie 
because I can’t figure out why they would do that. Can you tell me 
why you think they’d lie to us? 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Chairman, I can only speak under oath to 
those matters for which I have knowledge. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. Yes. 
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Mr. Lindsay. I cannot speak to what was in the content of other 
people’s intent or what their thoughts were at any particular time. 

Mr. Burton. Sure. How about you, Mrs. 

Mr. Lindsay. All I do know is what my own conduct was and 
what I did. 

Mr. Burton. And you don’t recall the phone call? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t. 

Mr. Burton. Mrs. Callahan, can you — you worked with these 
people. In fact, you said the one lady came to your wedding, and 
you said that — and she indicated that you were fairly close. In fact, 
I think the supervisor there said that one of the problems he had 
was that she confided in you too much. So evidently she was fairly 
close to you at some time. Can you figure out why she and all these 
other four people would lie about that meeting? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, after listening to the discussions 
earlier this morning, first of all, I don’t recall all five of them 
saying 

Mr. Burton. Three of them did. 

Mrs. Callahan [continuing]. That there was a threat. 

Mr. Burton. Three said that they recall either being threatened 
or referred to being threatened with jail, because the one lady — and 
I don’t recall her name right now, but we can look it up — she said 
that when she was asked by her supervisor to tell him what was 
going on, she says, “I can’t tell you.” And he says, “Well, if you 
don’t, you’re insubordinate.” And she said, “Well, I’d rather be in- 
subordinate than go to jail.” So she felt like there was some threat 
there. Ms. Lambuth said the same thing. And the — what was the 
gentleman’s name — Mr. Haas said the same thing. So three out of 
the five alluded to a threat of jail. The other two said that they felt 
like they had better keep their mouths shut because it was pretty 
clearly stated to them that there might be some — their jobs might 
be in jeopardy. 

If you didn’t hear that, then you weren’t listening to the same 
five people I was listening to. 

So the thing I can’t understand is they all don’t recall the jail 
threat. Three of them pretty much do. Two remember being — feel- 
ing intimidated and threatened. But you’re saying that none of that 
happened? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Chairman, what I am saying is what I 
heard this morning. I heard two people say that they had heard the 
threat and make that allegation. I heard one person start by saying 
no, and then evolved as the day went on into saying yes. And the 
other two had no feeling of there being a threat of jail. I also heard 
Mr. Haas and Ms. Lambuth contradict each other as far as what 
their roles and responsibilities were. 

Mr. Burton. That had nothing to do with that phone conversa- 
tion in that meeting. 

What we will do, for your edification, is we will get a transcript 
of the testimony that took place and I will be happy to send it to 
you so you’ll recall very vividly what they did say. 

I’m just disappointed that five people — either five people lied or 
you are. It’s one of the two. I just don’t understand this. 

Mr. Souder. 



169 


Mr. Souder. I thank the chairman. Unfortunately, many people 
will — are probably going to watch this on C-SPAN and will also be 
able to see. 

What I’m confused about here also is that I want to reconcile 
something. Mrs. Callahan, what did you — did you tell the contract 
employees present that they couldn’t talk to their supervisors? 

Mrs. Callahan. I instructed the contract employees at the meet- 
ing that this was an extremely sensitive situation. All of us were 
aware of the activities going on in the press at the time; and the 
fact that there had already been discussions of this brought to my 
attention, that it was going on in the hallways, was not acceptable; 
and that our current procedures and our practices at that time 
were to deal with the issue in a purely technical sense, since it was 
a technical problem that needed to be resolved, and that’s where 
we needed to put our energy and time and focus and deal with the 
issue. 

Mr. Souder. So the answer is yes, you told them not to talk to 
their superiors? 

Mrs. Callahan. I told them if they had any questions they were 
to — if anyone approached 

Mr. Souder. The answer is yes; is that not correct? Did you tell 
them they shouldn’t talk to their superiors? 

Mrs. Callahan. Well, their superior was in the room, so that 

Mr. Souder. You wanted it limited to just those in the room? 

Mrs. Callahan. Those in the room. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Souder. Was Mr. Hawkins in the room at the time? 

Mrs. Cal la han. No, sir. 

Mr. Souder. Is not he their superior? 

Mr. Hawkins. He was Betty Lambuth’s superior. 

Mr. Souder. So you told Betty not to talk to her superior? 

Mrs. Callahan. I don’t recall that, sir. 

Mr. Souder. You just said you did. 

Mrs. Callahan. I told Betty 

Mr. Souder. You said you wanted it limited to that room only. 

Mrs. Callahan. To that room only, but I did not single out Mr. 
Hawkins. 

Mr. Souder. I hope people can realize that one of our frustra- 
tions here is that you are making us ask the questions so precisely, 
rather than the intent of the question. The intent of the question 
is: could people have walked out of that meeting assuming they 
weren’t supposed to talk to their superiors? And the obvious an- 
swer is yes, because Mr. Hawkins wasn’t in the room. Then you 
say, well, I didn’t ask you precisely. Whether I said, “Did Betty 
Lambuth get asked,” my intention was, would they have gone out 
of that room thinking that you told them not to talk to anybody 
outside of that room, including their superiors who weren’t present 
in the room? And if some of them had their superiors present, that 
certainly answers my basic question. 

Let me ask Mr. Lindsay the same question. Did you tell them — 
and I know you at this point don’t recall a lot of the phone con- 
versation, but, from you, did you ever imply to any of them that 
they weren’t supposed to talk to their superiors? 

Mr. Lindsay. Did I ever? 

Mr. Souder. Yes. 
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Mr. Lindsay. Is that the question? 

Mr. Souder. Yes. Not at a particular phone call. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Souder. In other words, would they have gotten the feeling 
from you at any point that they weren’t supposed to talk to their 
superiors or anybody beyond their group? 

Mr. Lindsay. My recollection of any conversations that I had 
with people at this time was that my No. 1 objective was to make 
sure that this problem was resolved, that I got the information so 
that I could report that information to my superiors so that we un- 
derstood what was going on. 

I had no particular interest in having this matter — I think Lau- 
ra’s characterization is correct. This was another problem. The 
problem was to be solved. That’s what I wanted to have it done. 

The technical niceties in terms of how they went about doing it 
and whether or not Hawkins was involved with it or whether or 
not 20 other people were involved with it didn’t matter to me. 

As a matter of fact, under the contract I would have been per- 
fectly happy for the contractor to bring in an expert team of people 
from the outside who were familiar with the system to solve the 
problem if they were going to perform that under the contract. I 
would have been ecstatic to have that happen. 

Mr. Souder. Let me ask you a question. Just a minute ago, in 
answer to Mr. Waxman’s question, you said you absolutely wanted 
to limit it to that group. 

Mr. Lindsay. What’s that? 

Mr. Souder. You just said a few minutes ago you absolutely 
wanted to limit it to that group. When Mr. Waxman asked you a 
question, you said you didn’t want the information going beyond — 
I wrote it down. “I absolutely wanted to limit it to that group.” 

Mr. Lindsay. I wanted the information to be limited, but the def- 
inition of “group” is the group of people necessary to solve the prob- 
lem. That means if Northrop Grumman chose to bring in 20 people 
who were going to actually solve the problem, that was fine with 
me. 

Mr. Souder. So you 

Mr. Lindsay. I would want that group of 20 people to not tell 
other staff what was going on with that problem. 

Mr. Souder. So Mrs. Callahan was incorrect to communicate to 
them that they shouldn’t tell anybody outside that room? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know what she said. 

Mr. Souder. But if she told them that, she was incorrect? 

Mr. Lindsay. To not to tell anybody outside that room? 

Mr. Souder. Yes. That’s what she said just a minute ago. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know what she understood from me at that 
particular time. That would be inconsistent with my philosophy, 
and I think I corrected that at a later date when I talked to Mr. 
Hawkins and made the point very clear to him that I was perfectly 
willing to entertain or to have people talk about or bring this mat- 
ter into the question. I asked him to ask me any questions that he 
wanted to ask me about it. It just wasn’t — that portion of it wasn’t 
important. The concern was the conveyance of the information to 
individuals, as Mrs. Callahan stated in her testimony, to people 
who are extraneous to resolving the particular matter. 
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Mr. Souder. OK. Back to Mrs. Callahan, then, since you told me 
that, for example, you told the group that it was supposed to stay 
limited to that group, and to Ms. Lambuth that she wasn’t sup- 
posed to talk to Mr. Hawkins. Didn’t you consider, because cer- 
tainly, if it was supposed to be just to that room, that this could 
present a big problem to anybody in that room in their relationship 
to their superiors outside that room, or if, for example, as hap- 
pened with one of the witnesses, they were called in by Mr. Haw- 
kins and taken over the coals, that you could be putting them in 
danger of losing their jobs? 

Mrs. Callahan. Well, Mr. Souder, first of all, I communicated to 
the group the standard practice, and at that point in time I had 
known that Mr. Lindsay was going to talk with Mr. Hawkins, and 
that’s where the briefing to Mr. Hawkins occurred. 

Also, too, you understand — and I think Mr. Hawkins addressed 
it earlier — that there had been numerous conflicts between Ms. 
Lambuth and Mr. Hawkins on a regular and routine basis. 

Mr. Souder. Because of her closeness to you. 

Mrs. Callahan. Excuse me? 

Mr. Souder. He said because of her closeness to you he had had 
conflicts with her. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. We’ll get back 
to you. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

To go back to where I left off, Mr. Lindsay, you found out you 
had a problem 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Yet it might have been fixed when you heard that 
they were going to do some test on the individual e-mails of the 
computers, as opposed to this — what do you call it? 

Mr. Lindsay. My analysis at the time was that 

Mr. Waxman. ARMS. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. There may not have been a legal prob- 
lem in terms of whether or not documents were produced or wheth- 
er or not that was completed, but I still had a problem, and that 
was I still had a technical staff that reported to me that there was 
a glitch. Even if that test came back in a positive way, I may not 
have had a production problem, but I had a technical problem with 
my e-mail system and my ARMS system and how they worked to- 
gether. If that — that was the issue that I needed to resolve. 

Mr. Waxman. So at first some people thought maybe the problem 
was corrected, but you came to the realization that the ARMS issue 
wasn’t corrected? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, my technical staff didn’t report to me that it 
was corrected until November 1998. 

Mr. Waxman. When did you learn there was a continuing prob- 
lem with the production of the e-mail? 

Mr. Lindsay. With the production, probably — I mean, I don’t 
know of a problem with the production of e-mails to this day, other 
than the information that I have received from this particular com- 
mittee and the concerns that are expressed by the chairman and 
the members of this committee. I’m not aware — because I’m not 
aware of and I haven’t seen a technical report from my staff which 
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has defined what e-mails were not included in the Armstrong — the 
ARMS collection system. Until I have that information, I could not 
make a conclusion as to whether or not information was provided 
or not provided. 

Mr. Waxman. One of the questions that many of us on this com- 
mittee have is why it took so long for the White House to notify 
the committee that some e-mails may not have been produced. 
What is your explanation for this delay? 

Mr. Lindsay. I couldn’t provide an explanation for that situation 
other than the fact that I knew that this was a problem that was 
very complicated. It is one that, frankly, I didn’t completely under- 
stand at the time. And it is one where, frankly, Northrop Grum- 
man had sent me a proposal for $600,000 to assess just what the 
nature of the problem was. So it was fairly complex. 

The transmission or the responsibility for transmitting that in- 
formation to the committee would be for the counsel’s office or 
other individuals to do, and not for my office and the Office of Ad- 
ministration to do. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, Mr. Hawkins testified that you and he had 
what sounded like a heated exchange. What was that all about? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, I worked very closely with Chairman Kolbe 
on the Treasury, Postal Appropriations Committee. They had made 
comments to me about the requirements to making sure that ap- 
propriated money we got dollar for value. One of the things that 
we had done in our attempt to retrieve our money from the fenced 
funding is I was very, very open with them in exposing our weak- 
nesses and explaining to them the fact that we had — one of the 
major problems that we had was administering and making sure 
we got dollar for value from contractors. And the Appropriations 
Committee essentially said to me, you know, “You need to make 
sure that you get that kind of value out of the agreements.” 

So, frankly, from my perspective, when I had a valid contract 
with a contractor that I had contracted specifically to manage our 
e-mail system, and I had a problem with that e-mail system, I be- 
lieved that the work to correct any problem associated with that 
system was within the scope of the contract and their responsibility 
to correct without additional remuneration. 

Mr. Waxman. And what was his position? 

Mr. Lindsay. His position was that they required additional re- 
sources. 

Mr. Waxman. So this is a different picture than what we were 
presented earlier. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Hawkins acted like you were telling him to 
keep it quiet, but what he was really saying to you is, “If you want 
this system fixed, you have to pay me more money to fix it.” 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Because the problem that you now found yourself 
in was outside the scope of the contract. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. And I believed it was well within the 
scope of the contract. And I 

Mr. Waxman. So you were telling him to fix it so you can be sure 
to have all those e-mails in this ARMS setup so that those e-mails 
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would be available to any committee or anybody who had the right 
to get those e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Waxman. And he was saying to you, “Well, that’s your prob- 
lem, buddy. We’ve done what we can do, but it’s not within the 
scope of the contract for us to go back and fix it?” 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. And if he had communicated his frus- 
tration with me with his superior, the president of the company, 
to say that they believe that, I would have no objection to that, be- 
cause I was very much dead set and believed and had been advised 
by my counsel’s office in the Office of Administration that this work 
was within the scope of the contract and taxpayers should not have 
to pay more money to have this problem corrected. 

Mr. Waxman. I don’t know enough about the fight between Mr. 
Hawkins and Ms. Lambuth, but it sounds like he was angry at her 
for not telling him that there was going to be more work to do, and 
he wanted her to tell him there might be more work to do so that 
he could say that that wasn’t part of the contract and they would 
have to renegotiate the contract. Do you know anything about that? 

Mr. Lindsay. I really don’t. I do remember that there were — 
there was friction between the two, but I don’t have any other 
recollection about what specifically was the basis between the dif- 
ferences between those two individuals. 

Mr. Waxman. Mrs. Callahan, you don’t look very menacing to 
me. If I said to you, “Can I tell my wife about this problem on the 
e-mails,” say back to me, as fiercely as you possibly can, “If you do, 
you’re going to have a jail cell with your name on it.” 

Mrs. Callahan. I can’t even say that, sir. I don’t behave that 
way. I guess I 

Mr. Waxman. Well, even if you said it, I must tell you I don’t 
think I’d be too afraid of you, but that’s my own subjective sense 
of you as a witness and these other people seemed to in their testi- 
mony say they were terrified that they may go to jail. 

They also said, not only were they terrified they were going to 
go to jail, but they understood you wanted the problem fixed, so 
they were trying to work with you to fix it. Was that your under- 
standing of what was happening when the problem was discovered? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. That’s my understanding. It was very 
imperative to us that we find out what the size and the scope of 
the problem was, and it was critical that we figure out what we 
needed to do to fix it. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me just give you an opportunity. Is there any- 
thing you want to say, anything you think we need to know about 
this hearing and all the things that have been talked about today? 
Any points you think that you should bring out to us? 

Mrs. Callahan. There are a couple things I would like to ad- 
dress. It pertains 

Mr. Waxman. Let me extend that to both witnesses. 

Mr. Lindsay. Thank you. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. 

In regards to Mr. Souder’s concerns, there was a tremendous 
amount of friction between Ms. Lambuth and Mr. Hawkins, and it 
was — it may have been perceived by Mr. Hawkins as a relationship 
with myself and with Ms. Lambuth; however, I believe, if you talk 
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with him specifically and look at the record, there was numerous 
and different occurrences that prompted their friction. 

Ms. Lambuth had confided in me that she was pursuing EEO ac- 
tion against Mr. Hawkins, and this was all happening prior to the 
anomaly being discovered. 

In addition to that, as far as being in — I think you might have 
referred to it as being in “somebody’s pocket,” I am, quite frankly, 
a career civil servant, and I am not in anybody’s pocket, never have 
been, and I never plan to be, nor will I ever put myself in that posi- 
tion. 

And as far as Ms. Lambuth attending my wedding, I was very 
happy to see her, and there had never been any acknowledgement 
of her being threatened or fearful of me prior to when I read it in 
the Washington Times. 

And also, just for fairness, too, Mr. Hawkins attended my wed- 
ding shower on September 3rd, as well. 

Mr. Lindsay. The only thing that 

Mr. Waxman. Is there anything you want to add? 

Mr. Lindsay. Most certainly. 

The only thing that I would like to add is that I worked very, 
very hard as general counsel to try and create the institutions 
within the Executive Office of the President and the Office of Ad- 
ministration so you’d have safety valves for people if they did feel 
uncomfortable, through our EEO office. One of the things that we 
did is we elevated the EEO office from within human resources to 
its own division so that it would have its own ability to be able to 
stand on its own, so individuals would be able to go and commu- 
nicate any kind of concerns that they had with them quite freely. 

The EOP security office was also there, where individuals could 
have raised issues or concerns about any kind of threats or intimi- 
dations or fear. 

Both of those offices are run by career staff who, frankly, spent 
more time working in other administrations than working in this 
particular administration. 

I did everything I could to create that kind of environment where 
they could feel free to do it. There was no information, absolutely 
nothing that came to me, my boss, or anyone else who was around 
me who reported to me that Mrs. Callahan’s conduct was inappro- 
priate or that I had done something that was inappropriate, be- 
cause the first thing that I would have done at that particular 
time, if it would pertain to me, is I would have handed it over to 
the EOP security office and asked them to do an investigation as 
to what was going on. 

And the reason why I would have done that so readily is not only 
do I believe, as a matter of principle, it’s the correct thing to do, 
but I didn’t fear what was happening because I knew that I didn’t 
say or do anything wrong in that respect. 

That time period is one where there were lots of difficulties in 
addressing the Y2K issue and working out our relationship, the 
bad relationship that we had with Congress. I believe that that was 
completed within the spirit of what I truly believe, in terms of the 
respect that I have for this institution and for the institution in 
which I worked over there, and I was very proud of the fact. And 
I think if you were to go and talk to folks — the Republicans on that 
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committee, I think that they would say — and if you look at the 
transcript of my testimony, that they believe that I was very forth- 
right and direct with them. 

And so one of the things that pains me the most in this process 
is the fact that my reputation, which I worked very hard for, is 
being sullied by these kinds of charges. I can’t provide you with an 
explanation for what would motivate people to say those kinds of 
things about me, but all I can tell you is what I do know, and that 
they are, indeed, false. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Souder. Mr. Chairman, point of personal privilege. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his point of personal privi- 
lege. 

Mr. Souder. Mrs. Callahan made a reference to something I 
said, and I wanted to make sure the record was clear. I never ac- 
cused her, nor did anybody else, of being in anyone’s pocket. The 
charge was that someone else was in your pocket. I keep forgetting 
the witness’ names. I’m sorry. And that if she was, in fact, confid- 
ing in you that she was going to possibly sue her superior, I think 
that kind of proves, to some degree to him today, why he thought 
that. 

But nobody was accusing you of being in anybody’s pocket in that 
sense, and if that was misunderstood, I apologize. 

Mrs. Callahan. Thank you. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, would the gentleman yield to me briefly? 

Mr. Barr. Briefly. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

I have just a couple of questions. 

Mr. Hawkins said that he went to a meeting and they were talk- 
ing about this issue, and — shut the clock off until this is — would 
you like to comment, Mr. Waxman? 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, just so we have a clarification and 
you should start again, I thought we were doing three 10-minute 
rounds and then 5-minute rounds each. Are we doing something 
else? Are we giving everybody 10 minutes? If so, we ought to have 
what the rules are, but this is what we were told on our side was 
the agreement. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll give you 10 minutes, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. What is your understanding of how you are going 
to conduct the hearing? 

Mr. Burton. The understanding was that we were going to have 
10-minute rounds. 

Mr. Waxman. Every side? Each side or each Member? 

Mr. Burton. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Waxman. And that is unlimited rounds? 

Mr. Burton. I don’t think we have too many more rounds to go. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, if that’s what you want to do, go ahead and 
do it, but that wasn’t what we were told. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. But we also were told that Beth Nolan would tes- 
tify, and then that was yanked from the agenda without our ap- 
proval or even being advised of it. 

Mr. Burton. I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
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Mr. Waxman, I explained the issue of Beth Nolan. You can con- 
tinue to beat on that horse if you want to, but we have explained 
it. 

Now, Mr. Hawkins said at a meeting that you told him, Mrs. 
Callahan, that everything was fine before you stepped in. Did you 
say that? 

Mrs. Call a han. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. So 

Mrs. Callahan. I worked with Betty Lambuth on the situation. 

Mr. Burton. But you said everything was fine. He said that you 
said, “Everything was fine until you stepped in,” referring to — you 
didn’t say that? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I don’t understand the 

Mr. Burton. So not only are the five people lying that testified 
earlier about what was said at that meeting, but also when Mr. 
Hawkins talked to you separately at a meeting, you didn’t say that, 
so he’s lying, as well? 

Mrs. Callahan. I did not have a meeting separate with Mr. 
Hawkins. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever meet with Mr. Hawkins? 

Mrs. Callahan. I worked with Betty Lambuth. 

Mr. Burton. So you never met with Mr. Hawkins? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Hawkins worked with Mark Lindsay and 
Paulette Cichon. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever meet with Mr. Hawkins? 

Mrs. Callahan. Not on this issue. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever meet with Mr. Hawkins? 

Mrs. Callahan. There may have been a few occasions during my 
year there. 

Mr. Burton. Did you ever say to him, “Everything was fine until 
you stepped in?” 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I don’t recall that. 

Mr. Burton. So Mr. Hawkins is lying and the other five people 
are lying and you’re telling the truth? All five of them and Mr. 
Hawkins are now lying? 

Mrs. Call a han. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Now, let me ask you a question, Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You said everybody wanted the problem fixed. That 
was 2 years ago. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Two years ago. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. We had a subpoena out in 1997, 1998, and 1999, 
all pertaining to various investigations that these e-mails would be 
relevant to or could be relevant to. You said you want — everyone 
wanted the problem fixed, and here we are today still at ground 
zero. Nothing is being done. Why is that? 

Mr. Lindsay. First off, I would beg to differ, Mr. Chairman, with 
the characterization that nothing is being done. A lot was done. 

One of the first steps in the reconstruction process was to fix the 
glitch in the first place. And I will tell you this: I was not happy 
or glad that it took from June until November to fix the glitch. I 
would have liked for that glitch to have been fixed a lot sooner. 
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Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. The reason why that date in November is very sig- 
nificant is that in November, that very same month, we received 
the money that we needed to engage in our activities on Y2K. 

Mr. Burton. We are now at March, middle of March, late March 
of the year 2000. The documents that we have requested or de- 
manded in our subpoenas, as well as the independent counsel and 
the Justice Department, have not been given to us, so the problem 
has not been solved. We don’t have those documents. 

Mr. Lindsay. I think we’re talking about two different problems. 

Mr. Burton. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Lindsay. The legal problem of producing the documents that 
you are looking for, I have no knowledge of what information was 
provided to you, so I could not testify or provide information to you 
as to whether the information that is in question was provided or 
not provided. 

Mr. Burton. You said that everyone wanted the problem fixed, 
and yet Mr. Barry, in his e-mails that we quoted from today, said 
he was frustrated. He testified today he was frustrated because he 
had contacted, I guess, you and others saying, “Hey, this thing has 
got to be fixed. It’s a mess.” 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any recollection of Mr. Barry commu- 
nicating with me about that, but I shared and share his frustration 
with the fact that it wasn’t fixed at a more expedited fashion. I 
would — I had every desire that that would happen. I had every de- 
sire and would have welcomed the contractor bringing in whatever 
the best and the brightest was in their company to address this 
problem. But we handed the resolution of this issue to our contrac- 
tor. 

Mr. Burton. You said the best and the brightest, whoever they 
were, you would be happy to have them brought in, and yet Ms. 
Crabtree, now Mrs. Callahan, told them not to tell anybody, espe- 
cially their superiors, about the problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. It is my understanding of Mrs. Callahan’s testi- 
mony is that she believed that I would communicate with their su- 
periors, and I did. 

Mr. Burton. And you did? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. And that’s why she said, “Don’t tell anybody about 
this. I don’t want you telling anybody about this, especially your 
superiors?” 

Mr. Lindsay. Like I said, her understanding, as I recollect her 
testimony, was that I would communicate with their superiors, 
which I did. I not only had communications with those particular 
individuals, but I had communications and received a letter — a 
September 16th letter, I believe — which made reference to this par- 
ticular matter, which showed that they had knowledge and infor- 
mation about the whole thing, essentially raising the same issue 
again about payment. 

Mr. Burton. The bottom line is we subpoenaed documents 
three — over 3 years ago. Relevant documents are probably and pos- 
sibly in those — possibly in those e-mails. You’ve known about this, 
and Mrs. Callahan has known about this now for almost 2 years, 
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and nothing has been done or delivered to the Congress of the 
United States. 

And when the people who are charged with the responsibility of 
dealing with this problem testified, they testified that they were 
threatened about keeping their mouths shut, and yet you folks 
don’t remember anything about it, you don’t remember the phone 
call, she says the five people are lying, plus Mr. Hawkins is lying. 

I just tell you 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton [continuing]. It just boggles my mind that you can’t 
remember a phone call, she says the other six people are lying, and 
this was two separate incidents. You know, it just — it stretches cre- 
dulity. 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Chairman, my recollection is extremely vivid 
on the fact that I wanted to have the problem resolved. My recol- 
lection is very vivid with the fact that I did convey this information 
to the appropriate individual. 

Mr. Burton. Yes, you did. You did. 

Mr. Lindsay. My information 

Mr. Burton. You did. You don’t remember the phone call, but 
within just 2 days after that you sent a memo or participated in 
writing a memo to Mr. Podesta giving him all the details. I can’t — 
that’s why it just boggles my mind you can’t remember that phone 
call. 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, I remember conversations, and I certainly re- 
member, from the time that I worked on the Hill, when Congress- 
man Stokes had a conversation with me, he was my superior, I re- 
membered it. There were plenty of other people who may have 
come through the office that I may not have had a specific recollec- 
tion of, and if you were to ask me of the many hundreds or thou- 
sands of conversations that I had with individuals during that par- 
ticular time period, I would not be able to necessarily provide you 
with the details of those conversations. 

There were numerous and there are plenty that were very, very 
important. 

Mr. Burton. We understand. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Both of you went on at some length telling us about awards and 
background and so forth, and I might have missed this. Do either 
of you have a law degree or a legal background? 

Mr. Lindsay. I do. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Mrs. Callahan. 

Mrs. Callahan. I do not. 

Mr. Barr. Are these lawyers with you? They haven’t been identi- 
fied, and they have been rather quiet. Are they lawyers with you? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Who are they and who has retained them to be here 
today? 

Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. Peter Kadzik. And I retained him to be with me 
today. 

Mr. Barr. Personally? 
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Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. And, Mrs. Callahan, who is this gentleman? 

Mrs. Callahan. This is Mr. Ralph Lotkin, and I retained him 
personally. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Thank you. 

You may, Mr. Lindsay, be familiar with sort of a common 
misperception — you may not, Mrs. Callahan, but, for example, one 
of the statutes in Title 18, which is the U.S. Criminal Code on ob- 
struction of justice, is entitled, “Tampering with a Witness, Victim, 
or an Informant,” and there is a common misperception that there 
has to be a specific legal proceeding pending so that when a person 
who might be charged with obstruction tells a person not to tell 
somebody something, or intimidates them in some way not to dis- 
close information or a document, or to alter or destroy or mutilate 
or conceal any documents, that there has to be, in order for ob- 
struction to occur, a specific legal proceeding within the context of 
which that tampering takes place. 

That’s not the case. So if anybody has advised you that there has 
been no obstruction here simply because there may not have been 
a specific request pending for these particular documents at the 
time, that’s not true. 

And we do have evidence that you all indicated to persons not 
to share information, not to disclose information, to withhold infor- 
mation. Now we’re arguing, as your administration is very, very 
adept at parsing words. Was a person in the room? Did a specific 
representation or admonition be directed to a particular person at 
a particular time or to a group of people? 

But the fact of the matter is that there is evidence that both of 
you told individuals, some of whom were here earlier today, to say 
nothing to anybody else without your explicit authorization; that 
you were prohibited from disclosing information to other people; 
that you were to write down as little as possible relating to this 
matter, not to work on networked computers or to send further e- 
mails. 

And one question that came to my mind, in reading the back- 
ground of this case and listening to the testimony today, the inde- 
pendent counsel is certainly not an employee, an employer, or a su- 
pervisor of these people, neither was or is Mr. Burton, the chair- 
man of this committee, neither is Mr. Hyde, who chaired the im- 
peachment proceedings. All of those things were ongoing. There 
were consideration of impeachment proceedings; there was this 
committee conducting a series of investigations; the Office of Inde- 
pendent Counsel, Judge Starr, was conducting a well-known inves- 
tigation of these very matters about which brings us here today. 

I’m not 

Mr. Burton. The time of the gentleman from Indiana that was 
yielded to you has expired, and I’ll recognize you now for 10 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The fact of the matter is that it does appear that steps were 
taken to limit very severely information surrounding a very serious 
glitch in the White House computer system that related specifically 
the matters well known to be under investigation by at least three 
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different bodies — namely, the Office of Independent Counsel, this 
committee, and the Judiciary Committee. 

And, notwithstanding the fact that any one of those particular 
proceedings might not have been pending at the time, although the 
work of the independent counsel certainly was pending at that 
time, that you all took steps, according to testimony — which you 
dispute. I understand that you are disputing the testimony of other 
witnesses just as much under oath as you are today. And this is 
disturbing to us. 

Frankly, to say that all of this is simply to be sloughed off as a — 
I think that one of you all’s quote was a “major infrastructure prob- 
lem,” or because there were just too many hearings up here that 
occupied your time and it might have been a little confusing to deal 
with this or to remember something relating to this, or — and this 
is the granddaddy of them — Mr. Lindsay apparently saying that 
Hawkins was trying to extort money from you or something? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was far from extortion. He was exercising his 
rights, which were perfectly legitimate, and I did not have an objec- 
tion to him making the claim that this was outside the scope of the 
contract. That was 100 percent of his rights to exercise. No argu- 
ment with him as to that. 

Mr. Barr. So you all agree famously. 

Mr. Lindsay. We didn’t agree on the conclusion. He had a perfect 
and 100 percent right to make the assertion that he did and to 
communicate and to get whatever support from his counsel at Nor- 
throp Grumman or whatever superior he wanted to make that par- 
ticular assertion, and I do not argue with him on that point one 
iota. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Let me go back to the earlier testimony — and I 
know we’ve gone over this, but it bears going over again. 

Both of you instructed the employees that we’ve heard from 
today to say nothing about this matter without your explicit au- 
thorization; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not correct. 

Mr. Barr. You dispute that. 

Mr. Lindsay. I gave him permission 

Mr. Barr. Do you dispute that, Mrs. Callahan? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. To 

Mr. Barr. No, I’m just — you dispute that? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. The others are lying and you’re telling the truth 
is your testimony today? 

Mr. Lindsay. I can only testify about information which I know 
about. I cannot testify about what the state of mind or what their 
intentions are in saying whatever they are saying. 

Mr. Barr. You do have a legal background. 

Mr. Lindsay. I know the truthfulness of what I say. 

Mr. Barr. Very clever. 

Mr. Lindsay. Thank you. 

Mr. Barr. Mrs. Callahan, did you instruct these individuals not 
to say anything to anybody without your explicit authorization? 

Mrs. Callahan. I instructed the individuals to follow the current 
practice that was in place at the time, which was to focus on the 
issue at hand and get to the 
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Mr. Barr. Did you instruct these individuals not to say anything 
without your explicit authorization? 

Mrs. Callahan. I instructed them to refer questions 

Mr. Barr. Yes or no? 

Mrs. Callahan [continuing]. To me. 

Mr. Barr. You can answer no. I want a yes or a no. That’s all. 
Did you instruct these individuals to say nothing about this matter 
without your explicit authorization? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, I did not. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Very nice. 

Did you, both of you or either of you, specifically prohibit them 
from disclosing these matters or any information relating thereto 
to coworkers or spouses? 

Mrs. Callahan, yes or no? Did you so instruct them? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I just instructed them on the proce- 
dures. 

Mr. Barr. Did you, Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Did either of you instruct these individuals or any 
of these individuals, collectively or individually, to not write any in- 
formation down or as little information down on a record about 
these matters? 

Did you instruct anybody along those lines, Mrs. Callahan? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Did either of you indicate to anybody not to work 
on any networked computers or send any further e-mails relating 
to this project? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Mrs. Callahan. 

Mrs. Call a han. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Neither of you, though, I presume, instructed 
these individuals to be as forthcoming and truthful as possible if 
anybody asked them about any of these questions? Or are you 
going to go so far as to say you encouraged them to talk about 
these things? 

Mr. Lindsay. Your statement is “anybody.” 

Mr. Barr. Any of these individuals, not anybody. I’m talking 
about any of these individuals that we’re talking about here today, 
Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. What I wanted them — the information that I con- 
veyed to Mr. Hawkins or the Northrop Grumman leadership and 
to Laura was that the individuals who needed to have information 
about this matter to solve the problem, I had no problems with 
them communicating with it. 

Mr. Barr. What about if the independent counsel had asked 
about it or a congressional committee? 

Mr. Lindsay. I’ve got no objection whatsoever. They were per- 
fectly free, and there was nothing at all that I could do or would 
do to stop them from communicating that. 

Mr. Barr. If we believe you. 

Mr. Lindsay. Excuse me? 

Mr. Barr. If we believe you 
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Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. That you did not do any of these other 
things, which the witnesses have said that you did. 

Mr. Lindsay. The truth is that I would not have had within my 
power or stop them or had any means to stop them from commu- 
nicating with whomever they wanted to communicate about the 
work that they had. It was my desire that they communicate this 
information to those individuals who were necessary to solve the 
problem. It was my hope that they would respect that in the inter- 
est of the individuals who could possibly be harmed by sharing of 
this information in idle gossip. 

Mr. Barr. What idle gossip are we talking about? I didn’t know 
we were talking about idle gossip. 

Mr. Lindsay. If someone were to say or to convey that, “Hey, 
your name showed up on this particular list and this is what e- 
mails — this is what information is contained in those e-mails.” 

Mr. Barr. I really don’t think that that’s what we’re talking 
about here at all. We’re talking about something a little bit more 
systematic than idle gossip here. What we’re talking about here is 
a serious problem with a computer system that appeared, to tech- 
nical individuals charged with responsibility for it, was missing 
perhaps a great deal of information. I don’t think we’re talking 
about idle gossip, and I really don’t think that that’s what these 
individuals came away from, that you simply told them not to en- 
gage in idle gossip. 

Mr. Lindsay. My testimony was and continues to be that I have 
no, had no, will have no objection to them communicating to any 
individuals that were necessary to resolve the problem. 

Mr. Barr. And that’s — forgive me if I say that’s all fine to talk 
about that today, but there is testimony under oath on the record 
that is quite contrary to that. And the fact is — I mean, I know you 
all keep saying this, that simply because you had no legal authority 
to fire somebody or to terminate a contract, therefore, of course, 
you couldn’t have even made such a statement. I mean, that’s just 
bogus. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not the only reason, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I didn’t say that that was the only reason. What I’m 
saying is both of you all have made those statements, and they’re 
absolutely meaningless. People make threats all the time, even 
though they may not be in a legal position to carry out those 
threats or have the legal authority or power to do it. But, thank- 
fully for Federal prosecutors, that is not required under the ob- 
struction statute. You don’t have to actually have the power to fol- 
low through on your threats or the legal authority to do so to be 
guilty of obstruction. 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, the obstruction statutes wouldn’t be the reason 
why I wouldn’t do it. The — my moral code would be the reason why 
I wouldn’t do it. 

Mr. Barr. Just like you can’t get in the minds of the other wit- 
nesses, I can’t get into your mind, so, I mean, certainly that’s — I 
hear what you’re saying, and they’re very self-serving statements, 
and they’re delivered very eloquently and repetitively and I under- 
stand that. But my concern, as — perhaps as a former prosecutor 
and somebody that, unfortunately, had to spend a great deal of 
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time over the last 2 years looking at these obstruction statutes, 
that we’re faced with a situation very similar to some of the consid- 
erations we looked at in the — fact situations that we looked at in 
the Judiciary Committee, where there is pressure brought to bear 
on people with information that is or might be relevant to an inves- 
tigation or an official proceeding. 

And it’s not idle gossip, Mr. Lindsay. What we’re talking about 
here are matters involving people of interest to the Office of Inde- 
pendent Counsel, to an impeachment proceeding of this House, and 
to the oversight responsibilities of this committee. These are very 
serious matters. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Barr. And when we are faced with several witnesses who 
state under oath, both in court proceedings and before this body, 
that there was pressure, that there were threats made, and we 
hear that from several different people, we’re not going to disregard 
it just because you all come in here with very long pedigrees that 
you tell us about and expect us to think that, just because you have 
all these degrees and have all these awards and some people came 
to your weddings, that none of this ever happened. We are going 
to look at it a little more carefully than that. 

Mr. Lindsay. I would hope. I mean, I believe that there is more 
than that that supports what I’m saying and what Mrs. Callahan 
is saying. I believe that the record is replete with examples of why 
the story that I am saying is supported. 

First, these people and people at Northrop Grumman made the 
argument to me as to why this should be something that was argu- 
ing within the scope of the contract. What was within the scope of 
the contract? How would they know it wasn’t within the scope of 
the contract if they didn’t know what work was to be performed? 
They knew about it. I made 

Mr. Barr. My main concern is 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. No objection. 

Mr. Barr. My concern with obstruction of justice does not hinge 
on whether something was technically within the scope of the con- 
tract or not. 

Mr. Lindsay. I understand that. 

Mr. Barr. We’re looking at the underlying data base, the under- 
lying information that, by every appearance, was relevant to ongo- 
ing investigations of this Congress and the independent counsel. 

Mr. Burton. The time of the gentleman from Georgia has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. Waxman, the ranking member, would like us to clarify for 
the record — and let me just say this — we originally agreed to three 
10-minute rounds and then go to 5-minute rule. The minority has 
agreed to go to 10-minute rounds instead of the 5-minute rounds. 
Just a clarification for the record. 

With that, for 10 minutes I recognize the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia, Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. Callahan 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Horn [continuing]. Tell me, you were in the Office of Admin- 
istration at the White House; is that correct? 
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Mrs. Callahan. That’s correct. The Office of Administration for 
the Executive Office of the President. 

Mr. Horn. Right. And when did you join that office? 

Mrs. Callahan. September 30, 1996. 

Mr. Horn. 1996? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horn. And what were you paid? 

Mrs. Callahan. Excuse me? 

Mr. Horn. What was your pay scale? 

Mrs. Callahan. I was a GS-14. 

Mr. Horn. GS-14? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horn. Were you on loan from an agency? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. There was a vacancy announcement 
that I competed for and was selected for. 

Mr. Horn. Did you have people that reported to you in that Of- 
fice of Administration? 

Mrs. Callahan. Initially, sir, when I was the program manager 
for the Lotus Notes and Windows/NT environment, the folks that 
I worked with were mainly contractors, because that function was 
contracted out. 

Mr. Horn. Well, are these one or two people you had reporting 
to you? I’m trying to get the line. And did you have a staff working 
for you? 

Mrs. Callahan. It was a mixed staff between Federal and con- 
tractors, and the contractors — when I was initially hired on as the 
Lotus Notes-Windows/NT program manager, the after 6 p.m. bulk 
of the people were all contractors, and I worked through the con- 
tract supervisors. 

Mr. Horn. Now, these are different contracts than the one we’ve 
been talking about today? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. The contract changed in 1997. In Octo- 
ber 1997, the previous contractor left and Northrop Grumman 
came on board in a very tenuous and tumultuous contract turn- 
over. It was very stressful. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I’m sure it was. I’m amazed sometimes what 
happens to them, and it doesn’t matter whether they’re Democrats, 
Republicans, Conservatives, Liberals — doesn’t matter. But they 
change, and they get into the White House atmosphere. First thing 
they do is pick up the phone and call their mother, usually, and 
they start writing on White House stationery and all that. And 
some who have been on the Hill suddenly, or for the President as 
dictator down there, we’re all idiots. So I have been used to that. 
And I’m just curious if it could be possible that someone on your 
staff used the word “jail” and whatever, if you sent them over there 
to scare the people or just make sure there wouldn’t be any leaks. 
I can understand that, if you don’t want any leaks, and somebody 
might have blurted out “jail” or whatever. 

Is that possible? Would anybody on your staff have done that? 

Mrs. Callahan. I can’t attest to what staff members would say, 
sir. All I can do is tell you what I know and what I said as an indi- 
vidual, and I did not use the term “jail.” 

Mr. Horn. Well, did you ever send any of your staff over to talk 
to the people that have been before us on panel one this year? 
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Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I worked directly with Betty Lambuth. 

Mr. Horn. I can’t hear you. It’s very difficult. Would you put that 
closer? 

Mrs. Callahan. All right. No, sir. I said I worked with Betty 
Lambuth directly. She was the leadership individual on the con- 
tractor’s side that was responsible for supporting the day-to-day ac- 
tivities for the contract in order to keep the e-mail systems run- 
ning. 

Mr. Horn. Was there anything, when you talked to her, that 
could have led her to say, “They threatened us with jail if we 
spilled the beans on anything here?” 

Mrs. Callahan. Nothing that I would have said to her, sir. No. 

Mr. Horn. OK. So you can’t think of any words — it’s not unrea- 
sonable, if you have been charged by the Office of Administration, 
to say, “Get that contract moving, and why don’t you go over there 
and tell them something,” I can see that happening in any White 
House, so I’m just curious if that happened and you went over 
there because the heat was on you to get that contract moving. 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. The only heat that was on me was to 
find the scope and depth and breath of the problem, and that was 
the heat that I reiterated to Betty Lambuth. It’s a fact that we 
needed to find out, technically speaking, what was the problem and 
how to approach it and what did we need to do to fix it. And then, 
after that, I left with my involvement on this particular project. 

Mr. Horn. Did anybody else act in your name in the next few 
weeks? 

Mrs. Callahan. It would be up to my immediate supervisor, who 
was Kathy Gallant, to address that issue. 

Mr. Horn. And did she ever meet with any of the people in the 
contract that Northrop Grumman had? 

Mrs. Callahan. I don’t have first-hand knowledge, but what I 
heard today was some references to Kathy Gallant, so I would as- 
sume there had been some discussion. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I just — you obviously have a lot of talent or you 
wouldn’t be down there in the Department of Labor, presumably, 
in charge of a technology center, but I have seen strange behavior 
by Democrats and Republicans when they get in the aura of the 
White House, and I just wonder. Sometimes people are going to 
blow their stack at people and don’t even think about it. They go 
back to the office and say, “I guess I told them, and maybe they’ll 
do it,” or not do it, as the case may be. 

And that couldn’t have happened to you when you were just sort 
of fed up with the contract administration? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I don’t blow my stack. In fact, folks that 
know me and have worked with me, they have a joke on the back 
side of things in that they are waiting for the day when I do lose 
my temper because they’ve never seen that happen yet, and so they 
joke about that with me. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I think I’d probably agree with them that I 
wouldn’t want to be around you when you had one of those explo- 
sions, but just wondering how you’re feeling. 

So let me move on, Mrs. Callahan. 

Did you report the problem that would come up with this com- 
puter contract at any time to any other White House employee? 
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Mrs. Callahan. I reported the problem with the e-mail anomaly 
to Mr. Lindsay. I didn’t deal with any issues involving the contract. 
That wasn’t within the scope of my responsibilities, nor do I have 
that expertise. 

Mr. Horn. So it was — you initially reported to Mr. Lindsay then? 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horn. On that. 

Mrs. Callahan. My immediate supervisor, Kathleen Gallant, 
was not there, and I do not recall why. Paulette Cichon would have 
been the next in the chain of command, and she was out of the of- 
fice at the time when I went to look for someone to notify, and in 
which case I saw Mr. Lindsay in his office, and, as the chief of 
staff, I notified him that we had another anomaly. 

Mr. Horn. How about, did you report it to Ada Posey? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Horn. You did not. What was Ms. Posey’s position? 

Mrs. Callahan. She was the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Horn. And you didn’t report to her? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Horn. Well, who in the hierarchy of the Office of Adminis- 
tration did you report to? 

Mrs. Callahan. I reported to Kathleen Gallant. 

Mr. Horn. And what was her title? 

Mrs. Callahan. She was the associate director for information 
systems and technology in the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Horn. Now, did she report to Ada Posey? 

Mrs. Callahan. She reported to Paulette Cichon. 

Mr. Horn. And what was her title? 

Mrs. Callahan. I’m not sure of her exact title, sir. I wouldn’t 
want to misrepresent it. 

Mr. Horn. How about Virginia Apuzzo? What was her position? 

Mrs. Callahan. Virginia Apuzzo, to my understanding, was the 
special assistant to the President for management and administra- 
tion, and the chain of command, sir, would be, the way I under- 
stood it, was Ms. Virginia Apuzzo, Ms. Ada Posey, and then Pau- 
lette Cichon, then Kathleen Gallant, and, of course, Mr. Lindsay, 
working with Ms. Posey as the chief of staff. 

Mr. Horn. Now, could it be possible that when you gave him a 
report that, “Hey, this thing isn’t working,” that they sailed over 
there and said something to the staff? 

Mrs. Callahan. You would have to ask them, sir. I can’t speak 
for them. 

Mr. Horn. Well, you’re saying you don’t have any knowledge 
that anybody above you in the hierarchy went saying, “Look, I’m 
tired of all this mess — ” and I can believe that. I’ve had a few com- 
puter things where they just don’t tell you the truth, and so you 
get really wound up. So did any people above you say, “Look, we’ve 
had it with them. Let’s go and tell them a few things?” 

Mrs. Callahan. In my brief interaction with this situation — 
again, I was only involved for about the first week or two with the 
problem — I don’t recall any of the occurring, but I can’t say what 
happened after I was off of the project. 
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Mr. Horn. When was the White House counsel’s office first in- 
formed? 

Mrs. Callahan. I’m not sure, sir. That wasn’t in my job or my 
duty to inform them of anything. 

Mr. Horn. And was the informant in the counsel’s office Mr. 
Lindsay? Is that the one people reported to, generally, with this 
problem? 

Mrs. Callahan. I reported the problem to Mr. Lindsay, and then 
after that I understand that Kathleen Gallant and Paulette Cichon 
took over the management of the project, and I’m not sure what 
the reporting chain was that they established. 

Mr. Horn. Well, can you tell us about everyone who was told 
about the problem? I mean, how many people were in on what was 
going on over there? 

Mrs. Callahan. The Lotus Notes team, which were all the con- 
tractors, Mr. Lindsay, myself, Paulette Cichon, and I understand 
Kathy Gallant, too, as well, because when she came back from her 
absence she notified me that she was taking over the project, so 
someone had briefed her by then. 

Mr. Horn. Did you report the problem to Michelle Peterson on 
the White House counsel’s staff? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I don’t know Michelle Peterson. I just 
know of the name. 

Mr. Horn. So you didn’t — you’re saying that Mr. Lindsay was 
the only person in the Office of White House Counsel that had 
knowledge, at least from you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I wasn’t in the Office of — I was general counsel for 
the Office of Administration, not in the Office of White House 
Counsel. 

Mr. Horn. I see. So you were in the Office of Administration? 

Mr. Lindsay. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Horn. OK. Now, did you report to anybody, either one of 
you, in the counsel to the President’s Office? 

Mr. Lindsay. Did I tell them about the problem? 

Mr. Horn. Right. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Horn. OK. Did you ever do that, Mrs. Callahan? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I informed Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Horn. Did anyone else, to your knowledge, in the White 
House counsel’s office — who did you brief there? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was directed by the assistant to the President for 
management and administration to talk to Charles Ruff, and I did. 

Mr. Horn. The counsel? 

Mr. Lindsay. The counsel. 

Mr. Horn. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. If you have fur- 
ther questions, we’ll get back to you. 

Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lindsay, you said 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. It was your job to see that searches re- 
quested by the White House counsel were conducted; is that cor- 
rect? 
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Mr. Lindsay. No. The searches by the White House counsel 
were — the language and the definitions went directly from the 
White House counsel’s office to a member of White House staff who 
performed the search. It did not go through me. 

Mr. Mica. So what did you do? You said you were primarily a 
conduit? You never conducted any searches? What were you — what 
was your role? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was the general counsel. We had — we performed 
services which ranged from procurement, the 

Mr. Mica. But you’re saying you never conducted any searches? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was only involved in one search, only one in the 
entire time. 

Mr. Mica. Which was that one? 

Mr. Lindsay. That was the one where folks from the counsel’s of- 
fice gave me four names, which I conveyed to folks in — my tech- 
nical folks, who performed the search. That is the only search. 

Mr. Mica. But you — other than that, you were not interested in 
any information that had been obtained, right? You were just — 
your job was to see that things were executed in an administrative 
fashion? 

Mr. Lindsay. This 

Mr. Mica. Making sure the systems worked, etc. Otherwise, why 
would Mrs. Callahan tell you that things weren’t working? 

Mr. Lindsay. Right. I mean, it was 

Mr. Mica. That was your role. 

Mr. Lindsay. Right. Exactly — to maintain the systems and to 
provide advice and guidance. 

Mr. Mica. Now, Mrs. Callahan testified earlier that she came 
and told you that there was a technical problem, right? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Did she also tell you that people were — that someone 
had uncovered some information regarding — relating to Ms. 
Lewinsky or some matters? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have a recollection of that. 

Mr. Mica. She did tell you. When you conveyed your information 
to Mr. Ruff, did you tell him that there was just a technical prob- 
lem, or did you tell him that there was also information relating 
to this matter or any other matter under investigation being dis- 
closed that it was uncovered and discussed, being discussed? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was not in the position to tell the counsel to the 
President what matters were under investigation and which ones 
were 

Mr. Mica. I’m not asking you that. What she told us earlier, she 
told us earlier that Mr. Haas is out in the hall and there were peo- 
ple out in the halls discussing some of this, and Mr. Haas was like 
a little — I think she used an analogy of a child getting a Christmas 
present. He found information and there were things being dis- 
closed. 

Now, you told me you were primarily technical and administra- 
tive and she was telling you that the system was broken, there was 
something wrong. 

Mr. Lindsay. Not technical. I wasn’t a — I’m not a technical per- 
son. 

Mr. Mica. She told you that there was something wrong, right? 
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Mr. Lindsay. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And she also told you that they were talking 
about some of the information they found? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And I asked you: did you tell Mr. Ruff there was 
a technical problem, or did you convey some of the information that 
she gave you on up? 

Mr. Lindsay. I know that I conveyed to Ruff that there was a 
technical problem. 

Mr. Mica. And beyond that tell me, because I’ll ask Mr. Ruff this 
question under oath. You told him some of the other information, 
too? 

Mr. Lindsay. I may have or may not have. I don’t have a recol- 
lection. 

Mr. Mica. You don’t recall? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And you don’t recall — let me get to Mrs. Callahan 
a second here. 

Tell me how you conveyed to those folks — you said you advised 
employees of the need to maintain confidentiality. I could go back 
and get the exact record. Was that what you did? 

Mrs. Callahan. Sir, I advised them that they needed to focus on 
the technical problem, because there was 

Mr. Mica. Did you say anything about confidentiality? 

Mrs. Callahan. I told them we had a sensitive situation and we 
needed to work on figuring out the problem and that we shouldn’t 
be just 

Mr. Mica. But three of them thought they were threatened or 
that you mentioned going to jail, in some degrees. All of them who 
testified said that they were told not to tell their spouses or talk 
about it outside. 

Tell me how — tell the committee what you told those people. 

Mrs. Callahan. OK. To the best of my recollection and under- 
standing, I told them that there had been some discussion going on 
in the hallways — again, the fact that Mr. Haas had raised the issue 
about e-mail dealing with Monica Lewinsky and Ashley Raines was 
unusual, because we had not asked for that information at this 
point in time. 

Being that there was some information being discussed in the 
hallways very loosely, knowing the situation that was going on, we 
obviously were not putting our attention on the technical issues to 
figure out what the problem was. 

So, with that understanding, I advised them that they needed to 
focus on the technical issues 

Mr. Mica. That they shouldn’t even tell their spouses about this? 

Mrs. Callahan. Well, I told them if anyone had any questions, 
refer them to myself or Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Mica. The thing about their spouses, they’re all five of them 
not telling us — telling us that that — they all heard part of this. You 
don’t recall that? 

Mrs. Callahan. I don’t recall addressing their spouses, sir. 

Mr. Mica. You recall the conversation, though, passing on the in- 
formation about Mr. Haas to Mr. Lindsay, what was going on in 
the hallways? 
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Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Do you remember getting Mr. Lindsay on the tele- 
phone to reiterate what you had said as far as your need to main- 
tain confidentiality? Did that occur or did that not occur? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I do recall getting Mr. Lindsay on the 
phone and he was 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Lindsay, you don’t recall that conversation at all? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t. It very well might have happened, if 
Laura said 

Mr. Mica. They all remember the conversation, and they remem- 
ber it as a reinforcement to the warning they’d had from you about 
confidentiality. Why did you institute that need to bring Mr. Lind- 
say into this? 

Mrs. Callahan. Well, sir, first of all, it was brought to my atten- 
tion by Betty Lambuth that she was having difficulty with her own 
employee being able to focus on the effort because he was in the 
hallway talking about it. 

Mr. Mica. And you had told him about this, and he knew that 
there were people talking about what they’d found, and then you 
got him on the phone to help keep them quiet; is that correct? 

Mrs. Callahan. I got Mr. Lindsay — Mr. Lindsay actually wanted 
to be on the phone call to reiterate the standard practice and focus 
on the technical issues. 

Mr. Mica. Oh, so he volunteered to you to be on the phone after 
you told him what was going on? 

Mrs. Call a han. Yes, the 

Mr. Mica. You didn’t ask him? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Mica. You don’t — do you recall, Mr. Lindsay, asking to be on 
the phone so you could tell 

Mr. Lindsay. My previous testimony is I didn’t remember the 
conversation. 

Mr. Mica. They all — everyone testified today that they were told 
to keep a lid on this, and they remembered the conversation with 
you very well. And now she’s telling us that you asked for that con- 
versation. But you don’t recall that conversation? 

Mr. Lindsay. I may have asked for that conversation. I have no 
recollection of asking for the conversation. And if I did, I don’t — 
you have to understand, sir, I didn’t know these people, particu- 
larly at this particular time. The concept of me discussing with 
these people or making threats to people 

Mr. Mica. You’ve already told us you were only interested 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Who I did not know 

Mr. Mica [continuing]. In getting the technical things correction, 
but now we find out that, in fact, you knew — and we heard this 
Mrs. Callahan tell us today that they had — that they were talking 
about information relating to — did you say Raines and Monica? 
What did you say? Who did you say? 

Mrs. Callahan. The two individuals were Monica Lewinsky and 
Ashley Raines. 

Mr. Mica. OK. 

Mrs. Callahan. That was brought to my attention by Betty 
Lambuth. 
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Mr. Mica. And you don’t remember how specific you were with 
conveying this information to those above you, like Mr. Ruff; is that 
right, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. I remember being very specific about the technical 
problem and the fact that incoming e-mail was probably not being 
ARMS managed. I remember being very specific about that. 

The record shows that that was the emphasis of any conversation 
I may have had. 

Mr. Mica. Mrs. Callahan, it appears this morning they testified 
that there may be tens of thousands of e-mails that we’ve never 
seen. Is that a good estimate? 

Mrs. Callahan. I don’t know, sir. I did not see that quantity. 

Mr. Mica. You did not? The system was broken. It wasn’t fixed. 
We weren’t able to retrieve that information. 

It also sounds like Ms. Lambuth was removed from her position, 
and she claims that there was a slow-down and basically a trying — 
an effort to try to stop all of this. Did you see any of that? 

Mrs. Callahan. I was only involved in the very, very beginning 
for a short period of time. I didn’t see that during my brief involve- 
ment, and I cannot say what happened after I was off the project. 

Mr. Mica. Do I still have time, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Burton. You have 25 seconds. 

Mr. Mica. So it appears, Mrs. Callahan, that you were concerned 
about more than just the technical problem; you were concerned 
about leaks of information, people talking in the hall and people 
conversing about what they had found; is that correct? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. I was concerned about them putting 
their time and effort and energy into fixing the problem and not 
talking about what if and would have, could have, should have type 
discussions in the hallway, and that’s why I 

Mr. Mica. But you did mention both the technical problem and 
the leaks to Mr. Lindsay; is that correct? 

Mrs. Callahan. I advised Mr. Lindsay of the technical problem 
and the two names that were involved in what Mr. Haas disclosed 
to Ms. Lambuth. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. LaTourette, it is nice to have you back. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to apologize to the panel. I was up doing something else 
and I didn’t hear your testimony, but I have had the chance to re- 
view it with my staff. 

I want to begin by saying something nice about you, Mr. Lindsay, 
and disclose to my colleagues that Mr. Lindsay this week called me 
and offered to come into my office and did come into my office and 
spent an hour with me and answered any question that I might 
have, and I appreciate that, and I think that that occurred as a re- 
sult of his former association with Congressman Louis Stokes, for 
whom I have the greatest admiration and was proud to serve with 
Congressman Stokes before his retirement. 

That being said — and so I thank you for that courtesy, but, that 
being said, when I practiced law, we used to have an expression 
that you could have five people see the same accident and nobody 
would remember it exactly the same, but, likewise, you would be 
hard-pressed to find somebody that said that there wasn’t an acci- 
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dent. You know, someone may say the car was blue and one may 
say — you know. 

And I did sit through the first panel, and I have to tell you that 
we had that kind of situation with the first panel, where 
everybody’s recollection might have been slightly different, but ev- 
erybody saw an accident. 

And if we go in degrees of things, Ms. Lambuth was pretty stri- 
dent in her observations and her recollections, Mr. Haas even made 
the comment — and I think when Mr. Waxman was questioning 
him — he said in your presence — and congratulations on your mar- 
riage. I understand you married a Secret Service agent, and I con- 
gratulate you on that, because I would have called you Ms. 
Crabtree if I hadn’t known that — but that he was flippant, and 
that’s how this “there’s a jail cell with your name on it” thing came 
about. He sort of made a joke about it. And so it wasn’t just, you 
know, people coming in hammering, saying, “jail cell, jail cell,” we 
felt threatened. 

And then Ms. Golas, I mean, she didn’t look like a trouble-maker 
to me, so I hope you realize — and I’m not going to beat this drum 
again, but the testimony that you present, the two of you, is in 
stark and direct contrast with five or six people that we had in 
here earlier, and it is troubling to me, and I know, from the ques- 
tions you’ve received from my colleagues, it is at least troubling to 
them. So I’m not going to focus on that. 

I do want to talk about a couple of things that came up in our 
conversation, Mr. Lindsay, and maybe you can sort of expound on 
them and tell us what it is that you think. 

My understanding is that you still have not entered into a con- 
tract to reconstruct the data from the mail server two. You’re tak- 
ing bids on that now; is that right? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And, again — and I made notes, but you can 
correct me if I’m wrong — that one estimate that you received was 
that this would cost between $2 and $3 million and it would take 
about 211 days to fix, do the reconstruction of these e-mails that 
we still have — nobody has seen. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And I think I mentioned to you at the 
time that the suspicious among us — and there are some suspicious 
people in Congress. I try not to be one, but I get more suspicious 
as time goes by 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. That if I pulled out a calendar 
and added up 211 days, 211 days from letting a contract would co- 
incide rather nicely with the election wherein we elect either Vice 
President Gore or Governor Bush to be the next President of the 
United States. 

Are you troubled by that at all? In other words, 2 V 2 years has 
gone by, and now you may be entering into a contract that’s going 
to take us past the election, so these things will remain sealed 
more? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. I would like to have those e-mails. If I 
could have the e-mails reconstructed within a shorter period of 
time — and take my word for it, that those estimates that we have 
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are not the end of the story. We are continuing and will continue 
the try and find something that can put this — resolve this issue 
quicker. And I believe that there are — I’ve certainly gone back, 
and, after our conversation, I went back and talked to our folks and 
said, “Isn’t there any way we can do any better?” And I think our 
folks are going to apply their best analysis or best methodologies 
trying to find somebody who can do this work faster, because I 
think that’s the quickest way to get this issue resolved. 

Mr. LaTourette. I hope so. And I think that also — I want to 
talk about the decision to not reconstruct this Mail2 server. You 
know, the other panel said you stopped the bleeding and no longer 
are e-mails coming into the White House not captured on the 
ARMS system, but we still have this body of stuff while there was 
a problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And, obviously, somebody made a decision to 
not reconstruct this Mail2 server. And, again, relying on my mem- 
ory of our conversation, you indicated that you attended a Cabinet 
meeting where in the President and the Vice President were there, 
and there was a discussion about Y2K compliance. And, if I remem- 
ber your exact words to me, is the Vice President very clearly said 
that the White House is not going to be the poster child for Y2K 
noncompliance. Do you remember that meeting and indicating that 
to me? 

Mr. Lindsay. That actually was information that was provided to 
me by the assistant to the President for management and adminis- 
tration in a Cabinet meeting, I believe, that she attended. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. 

Mr. Lindsay. And that the importance of making sure and her 
looking to me to make sure that we weren’t the ones that failed in 
our Y2K effort. 

Mr. LaTourette. Gotcha. 

Mr. Lindsay. Correct, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And so, as a result — and, again, if you’ve been 
asked this already, a decision was made to concentrate on Y2K and 
things like reconstructing the Mail2 server were — sort of fell by the 
wayside; is that right? 

Mr. Lindsay. That, amongst many, many other projects. 

Mr. LaTourette. But was that decision yours in your position 
at the OA? Did you make the decision to not reconstruct the Mail2 
server until you became Y2K compliant and these other things 
were taken care of? 

Mr. Lindsay. In November 1998, I was the chief of staff and gen- 
eral counsel. I wasn’t the director and I wasn’t the assistant to the 
President for management and administration at that time, so I 
couldn’t make that decision unilaterally. 

Mr. LaTourette. Did you discuss the fact that you had five or 
six projects out there pending, and one of them was the reconstruc- 
tion of the Mail2 server 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. With a superior? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. And I will say this: that it was my rec- 
ommendation, based on the technical review that my staff provided 
to me, that the mission-critical systems for which our e-mail sys- 
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tem was one was our No. 1 priority for Y2K reconstruction, so that 
certainly was something I conveyed to the director of the Office of 
Administration and to the assistant to the President for manage- 
ment and administration, so that was my recommendation. 

Mr. LaTourette. Who was the director? 

Mr. Lindsay. Ada Posey. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And there was an acquiescence by Ms. 
Posey that the reconstruction of this server could wait until you did 
other things? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t remember it being necessarily an acquies- 
cence. I think that there — and I don’t remember — keep in mind, it 
wasn’t a discussion about this particular matter. It was a discus- 
sion about a whole list of mission-critical projects, which we were — 
we had to provide to Congress and to other people as to what our 
priorities were, and in our budget discussions. So it was a matter 
of looking at this stack of information, and then the other stack of 
information, and placing the priority on the mission-critical sys- 
tems and those mission support systems which were more critical 
than others. 

Mr. LaTourette. Gotcha. Now, the fact that this body of e-mails 
is not loaded into the ARMS system makes the Executive Office of 
the President non-compliant with certain Federal rules and regula- 
tions and laws, does it not? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. LaTourette. Well, isn’t it required by the Federal Records 
Act that these documents be loaded into a retrievable — electroni- 
cally automatic retrievable system? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was — our analysis at the time is that the fact 
that we maintained the records, as a matter of fact, on the 
desktops where they were on the server, and the fact that we main- 
tained the information on backup tapes meant that we were pre- 
serving the information in compliance with the Federal Records 
Act. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. But the fact of the matter is that, al- 
though, if I understood Mr. Barry when he was here before, al- 
though on the hard drives — for instance, take this Lewinsky e-mail 
that began some of this nonsense — that there was a couple re- 
sponses, you know, with whoever her friend was, Raines, or who- 
ever the friend was, that you could see one side of a 
conversation 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. But you couldn’t see Lewinsky 
writing into the White House, if I understood that right. So you 
couldn’t reconstruct this information just by looking at the hard 
drive, because the stuff that wasn’t being captured wasn’t on the 
hard drives, because he would have — that’s where he would have 
been looking, is it not? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, what that information meant was that it was 
ARMS managed, so the information wasn’t on the ARMS system. 
That does not mean that those e-mails were not on people’s com- 
puter systems. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Well, let me — I want to shift gears, be- 
cause 10 minutes goes awfully quickly on this thing 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 



195 


Mr. LaTourette [continuing]. And I want to talk about the Of- 
fice of the Vice President. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. We’ve been talking about this particular prob- 
lem and the fact that incoming e-mails weren’t captured on this 
Mail2 server. Are you aware today in your position that the Office 
of the Vice President continues to have a similar problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. I am aware of the fact that there are problems, but 
this is something that I’ve just most recently been apprised of. 

Mr. LaTourette. But, specifically, let me just read you what I 
think is going on, and you can tell me whether you know about it 
or not. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And that is that the Office of the Vice Presi- 
dent set up their own system when they, I assume, took office, or 
whatever, or maybe the Vice President invented his own system, 
based upon — I don’t know. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know. 

Mr. LaTourette. But, anyway, that there was no capturing of 
e-mails into the Office of the Vice President under the system that 
they — in an ARMS system under the program that the Office of the 
Vice President established. Do you know that to be so? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have been told that there are some e-mails from 
the Vice President’s office which have not been captured by ARMS. 

Mr. LaTourette. And, specifically, in 1997, they went onto this 
Lotus Notes program that we have been talking about all day, but 
still the program — the e-mail accounts that existed before 1997, 
principally the Vice President’s account and 27 other accounts, the 
ARMS system is still not capturing e-mails from outside the White 
House into the Office of the Vice President. Do you know that to 
be so? 

Mr. Lindsay. I do not know that to be so. It may be true, but 
I just don’t know. I don’t have any knowledge. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is that something that your office would have 
responsibility and Mrs. Callahan would have responsibility and 
then looking into overseeing and correcting, as you did with the 
Mail2 server problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. I felt a little bit handicapped because 
of this ongoing investigation. I have been very, very careful about 
my communications with our technical staff to make sure that 
there was no even appearance of impropriety in terms of me mak- 
ing any inappropriate communications with them. So, frankly, I 
have not been the one looking into this matter and have not ques- 
tioned our technical staff on the details of this matter. 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. LaTourette, if I may please? 

Mr. LaTourette. Sure. 

Mrs. Callahan. Just to clarify, sir, since you weren’t here ear- 
lier, I left the Executive Office of the President back in October 
1998, so I am no longer there or have any ability to offer anything 
in that regard. 

Mr. LaTourette. I thank you. And, if I could just ask one more 
question — and then I promise I’ll be quiet — I just — this problem 
with the Office of the Vice President looks exactly like the problem 
with the Mail2 server, and I would hope that the OA, the EOP, or 
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whoever is going to take care of this — I happen to have a different 
conclusion, and I think that the Federal Records Act and Arm- 
strong v. the EOP require the maintenance of these systems. 

Mr. Lindsay. Understood, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. And I would hope that you’d fix it so that, you 
know, if these things are smoking pistols, well, let the evidence be 
out, and if they’re not, then there’s nothing there, and we want 
that to be out. But to have this cloud hanging over this thing on 
this body of 100,000, a million e-mails at a time when this Con- 
gress is very interested in what is going on in the Executive Office 
of the President I think doesn’t do the American people a service 
and I think it is a slap in the face of the Congress, so I hope you 
do your best. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. Haas said during his testimony, when we asked him — in 
fact, I asked this question: does any e-mail actually reside on the 
PCs of the White House users, or does it all actually reside on the 
servers,” and he said 98 percent is on the servers. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I think the point that you were trying to 
make is that all of this was on the hard drives of the 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. That’s not correct. 

Mr. Burton. It was on the servers. That’s where it was. 

Mr. Lindsay. Right. But when I go to my office right now and 
look at e-mail — and I have the very first e-mail that I received 
when I came here and started working for the White House, for Of- 
fice of Administration — I can go on my computer. Though I’ve had 
several computers change place, it all resides on the server. The 
server is different than the ARMS records management system, as 
it has been explained to me. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. But it was — I thought I understood 
you to say that this was on the personal computers of the individ- 
uals. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. That’s not what I was saying. 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t say that? Fine. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I understand that I think both of you have talked about — and I 
don’t want to attribute this quote to both of you, but I think one 
of you used the quote, trying to find out the scope and breadth of 
the problem. 

It must bother you tremendously that, not only have you all dis- 
covered the scope — not discovered the scope and breadth of the 
problem, but you all haven’t fixed it. Don’t you find that particu- 
larly frustrating, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Barr. You’re in charge of this office, aren’t you? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. I mean, I wasn’t at that particular 
time, but at one point I was. 

Mr. Barr. We find that frustrating. You have tremendous cre- 
dentials, and you spent a great deal of time telling us about them. 
You’re in charge of this office. Here we are 2 years later, and the 
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problem hasn’t been solved. What are you doing? Why can’t you get 
a handle on this? 

And I really don’t think it is just a matter of money. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it isn’t a matter of money. 

Mr. Barr. And it is a matter of law, also, is it not? I mean, you 
all have a legal obligation to get to the bottom of this, don’t you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know about that. I have a personal obliga- 
tion or feel very strongly, and I agree with you that I would have 
preferred that this were resolved sooner. I would like it to be re- 
solved as quickly as possible. But if — to put it into context, if we 
had had systems failures as a result of Y2K and we hadn’t done 
our work on that because we were doing a reconstruction, then it 
would have been a much more serious problem. 

Mr. Barr. There you go again. You blame it on Y2K, you blamed 
it on too many burdens being placed on you all from all these con- 
gressional hearings and committees. You blamed it on major infra- 
structure problems. I mean, I really think you do yourself a dis- 
service by coming up here and, you know, blaming this. 

You all had — there is a serious problem here that has been 
known to your office for over 2 years, a serious problem that at 
least some of us on this committee believes is a legal problem, as 
well, very possibly a criminal problem, and nothing has been done 
on it. 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, let me — I beg to differ. One of the things that 
happened — I think it is very, very important to note that in Octo- 
ber 1998 I received a proposal for $600,000 from Northrop Grum- 
man to assess the nature of this problem and how we were to work 
to resolve it. I am very happy to report that today the work that 
work would have completed has been completed by Government ca- 
reer staff who work in the Office of Administration and have done 
that work so that we can go to bid and contract. 

The first step in resolving the problem was to fix the glitch in 
the first instance. Without that, at least as I was informed by my 
technical staff, you could not do reconstruction. 

Then, the next step in the process was to identify what 

Mr. Barr. The information is there. The e-mails are there some- 
where, aren’t they? 

Mr. Lindsay. I really would not be able to go into great detail 
as to the technical elements of how it works. I can report to 
you 

Mr. Barr. But that’s your job. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. What trusted technical staff has re- 
ported to me. 

Mr. Barr. This is your office. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct. 

Mr. Barr. I mean, aren’t they — I mean, the others testified. I 
mean, you can retrieve these things. They are there. You’re saying 
it is a matter of money to get them. But there was one instance 
that I think Mr. Haas testified to that a whole group of documents 
were presented to you. I mean, where are those documents? 

Mr. Lindsay. They were presented to counsel’s office. But let me 
reinforce 

Mr. Barr. No, no. No. Don’t just — please, don’t just — you talk 
very fast. 
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Mr. Lindsay. Sure. 

Mr. Barr. Slow down just a second, please. 

Mr. Lindsay. Certainly. 

Mr. Barr. The testimony earlier was that they were presented 
to you, not to the counsel’s office, to you. 

Mr. Lindsay. They were presented to me, and then I transmitted 
them to the counsel’s office. 

Mr. Barr. Where are they? 

Mr. Lindsay. I couldn’t tell you. 

Mr. Barr. Well, now, see, this is another problem. These docu- 
ments are presented to you. You know very well — you are trained 
in the law and certainly you know what is going on in the world 
around you, certainly at the time in 1998, also. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. These are very sensitive documents. They are very rel- 
evant to the Office of Independent Counsel investigation, perhaps, 
perhaps very relevant to an impeachment proceeding, perhaps very 
relevant to Chairman Burton and our work on this committee. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. They come in to you. You don’t know whether — did 
you look at them? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not look at them. I conveyed them 

Mr. Barr. Did you give them to Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t remember — I remember taking it over to the 
West Wing to the counsel’s office. I can’t remember if I gave it spe- 
cifically to him, but they were certainly transmitted. 

Mr. Barr. You know who Mr. Ruff is? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And you don’t recall whether you gave them to 
Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Lindsay. I remember taking them to the counsel’s office, my- 
self. 

Mr. Barr. Do you ever make notes? 

Mr. Lindsay. What’s that? 

Mr. Barr. If you remember taking them over to the White House 
counsel’s office, yourself, I don’t believe that you don’t know who 
you gave them to. 

Mr. Lindsay. I can’t help that. All I can testify, sir 

Mr. Barr. You just walked over and 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Is to those matters for which I have 
personal knowledge. 

Mr. Barr. Sensitive documents. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Very important documents. 

Mr. Lindsay. And I believe that transmitting 

Mr. Barr. You took them over there and you don’t remember 
who you gave them to? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Transmitting those sensitive docu- 
ments to the counsel’s office of people whom I have the — a very sig- 
nificant degree of respect and admiration for is certainly an appro- 
priate step. 

Mr. Barr. And I’m sure it is very mutual. But the fact of the 
matter is, I don’t think that somebody trained, as you have told us 
you are and as you undoubtedly are, in the law in how to deal with 



199 


sensitive documents would just take them over there and say, 
“Hey, I trust everybody in this office, so here they are, guys,” and 
just walk away. I think you know exactly who you gave them to. 
All I’m asking is who did you give those documents to? 

Mr. Lindsay. I can’t testify to facts which are not in my recollec- 
tion, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You cannot testify to facts that are not within your 
recollection. I think that’s a new one. 

Did you have any other discussions about any of this with Mr. 
Ruff, the White House counsel? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have — I had conversations with the counsel 
on various topics at various times. This topic I’m certain was one 
of them. I don’t have any specific recollection of other conversations 
with the counsel’s office about other details of this particular mat- 
ter, particularly after the transmittal of those particular docu- 
ments, other than 

Mr. Barr. What did you do, just put it out of your mind? You’ve 
told us that this is something very important. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. But there are two issues, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Absolutely what? You put it out of your mind or that 
it is really very important? 

Mr. Lindsay. It is important, but it is important for two reasons. 
The first reason is that your committee was due information, and 
I recognize that and respect that, but the determination as 

Mr. Barr. Probably the Office of Independent Counsel was, at 
well. 

Mr. Lindsay. And the Office of Independent Counsel, and when 
the 

Mr. Barr. And the Judiciary Committees, as well. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. Absolutely. 

Mr. Barr. But none of them got these documents. 

Mr. Lindsay. I would not know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You would not know. Did you give them to them? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not. 

Mr. Barr. Right. There is a memo here dated June 9, 1998, that 
has been the subject of some discussion today, for John Podesta 
from Virginia Apuzzo. 

Mr. Lindsay. I think it was the 19th, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Pardon? 

Mr. Lindsay. I think it was the 19th. 

Mr. Barr. Yes, June 19, 1998, exhibit WH-3 and 4. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Did you get a copy of that? 

Mr. Lindsay. I reviewed it before it was transmitted to Ms. 
Apuzzo. 

Mr. Barr. All right. But it doesn’t show on here that it went 
through you? You just reviewed it? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it does not. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Did you get a copy of it after the fact? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have a recollection of getting a copy of it 
after the fact. No. I think I — my testimony earlier was that, before 
this — before actually conducting a search, I had forgotten about 
that memo. I didn’t have a specific recollection of it at all until we 
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actually looked through the files in the Office of Management and 
Administration to find it. 

Mr. Barr. You found one of those specific things you didn’t have 
a recollection of? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Barr. That is possible. 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely. 

Mr. Barr. OK. This document — put up page 2, please — it ends 
with the sentence, “I will keep you informed of our progress.” Is 
that the end of the document? The rest was blank. It doesn’t even 
have a page number or anything. It doesn’t show CC’s or anything. 

Mr. Lindsay. I think the document speaks for itself. 

Mr. Barr. No. I’m asking: is that the end of the document, as 
you remember it? Was there anything else on there that 

Mr. Lindsay. It is the end of the document as I remember it. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So it would not be standard procedure for a White 
House memo to have pagination, just to make sure that, you know, 
all pages are with the document or that certain pages belong to 
them? 

Mr. Lindsay. I wouldn’t be able to — sometimes I’ve seen it and 
sometimes I haven’t. 

Mr. Barr. Really? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Now, there’s another document here that we talked 
about earlier today, White House 3, and one of your colleagues, Mr. 
Huang, I think it was, had no idea what it was. Do you have any 
idea what this is? These are talking points dated March 7, 2000. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it didn’t strike a chord with me, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. Just looking at it, do you have any earthly idea? 
I mean, have you ever seen a talking points document before? 

Mr. Lindsay. Have I ever seen a talking points document before? 
Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. But this one rings no bell, whatsoever? You have 
no idea who drafted this, what it was drafted for, or who might 
have read it? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t, sir. 

Mr. Barr. What conversations did you have with Mr. Podesta 
about these matters? 

Mr. Lindsay. I let him know about the information that was con- 
tained in the memorandum, and that was the — he asked one ques- 
tion as to whether or not 

Mr. Barr. That’s the memorandum of June 19? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s it, and that was the sum and substance of 
all communications that I had with him about this particular mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired, but I’m taking 
my final time. If the gentleman needs some of that, I’ll be happy 
to yield it to him. 

Mr. Barr. I’d appreciate that. 

Mr. Burton. I just have a couple of questions here. 

Mr. Barr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Hawkins testified that he raised the issue of 
threats with you, Mr. Lindsay. Did he? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, he did not. 
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Mr. Burton. He said he did. 

Mr. Lindsay. He certainly did not. 

Mr. Burton. So that’s another lie by those folks. 

Did Mr. Hawkins 

Mr. Waxman. Whoa, whoa 

Mr. Burton. Now, wait a minute. Mr. Hawkins 

Mr. Waxman. Contradictions. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Hawkins said he did it, and if it’s not true, it’s 
a lie. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not my recollection of his testimony, but 
that may — if that’s what the record shows. 

Mr. Burton. OK. The question is: did Mr. Hawkins raise the 
issue 

Mr. Lindsay. No, he did not. 

Mr. Burton [continuing]. Of threats with you? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, he did not. 

Mr. Burton. OK. He did not. Did Mr. Hawkins ever discuss 
threats against his employees with you? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, he did not. 

Mr. Burton. He did not. 

Mrs. Callahan, did anyone ever raise the matter of threats with 
you? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. No one did with you. Did anyone ever discuss with 
you or raise the issue of the efforts to solve the problem not moving 
fast enough? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. Again, I was only involved for a short 
period of time, so I don’t know what happened after I left the 
project. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Lindsay, did anyone ever discuss with you or 
raise the issue of the efforts to solve the problem not moving fast 
enough? 

Mr. Lindsay. Excuse me, sir? 

Mr. Burton. I said did anyone ever discuss with you or raise the 
issue of the efforts to solve the problem not moving fast enough? 

Mr. Lindsay. I certainly discussed it, and I certainly raised that 
issue with individuals. 

Mr. Burton. Did anyone raise it with you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have a recollection of people raising that to 
me. I have a recollection of me raising it and wanting to have 
things done faster. 

Mr. Burton. Who raised it with you? You don’t recall anybody 
raising it with you about the process not moving — about maybe 
them being frustrated with it? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Burton. But nobody, to your recollection, raised the issue of 
the whole process not moving fast enough and you being frustrated 
about not moving fast enough? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not that I recollect. I was frustrated enough, sir. 

Mr. Burton. The documents that you took to the counsel’s office 
that Mr. Barr referred to talked about Ms. Lewinsky. Now, the 
search was not a complete search of information asked for by the 
independent counsel, was it? It was just a partial search? 

Mr. Lindsay. I wouldn’t be able to answer that question, sir. 
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Mr. Burton. Well, it only referred to two people that Ms. 
Lewinsky may have sent e-mails to. 

Mr. Lindsay. I would have to refresh my recollection as to what 
the independent counsel’s request was. 

Mr. Burton. Well, when you found out there was information, 
you know, and you took it to the counsel’s office, you had to know 
that that was only partial, didn’t you? Did you think that was all 
the e-mails that Ms. Lewinsky sent into the White House? 

Mr. Lindsay. I had no idea, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Well, did you ever go back and ask for a complete 
search of Ms. Lewinsky’s e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. I would not ask for a search of any employee or 
former employee’s e-mails, particularly someone who had worked 
for the White House office, without consultation with the counsel’s 
office. 

Mr. Burton. But the independent counsel had asked for any in- 
formation relevant to that. We had asked for information on a 
whole host of issues and had subpoenaed them. The independent 
counsel had subpoenaed that information. 

Mr. Lindsay. As I said, sir, I would not have conducted an on- 
my-own search of records of that nature without consultation with 
the counsel’s office. 

Mr. Burton. Well, did you or anyone to your knowledge ever tell 
the independent counsel that that was only a partial search of the 
Lewinsky e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. I didn’t, and I have — I wouldn’t have knowledge of 
any communications. I’m not aware of any communication between 
the White House counsel’s office and the independent counsel, not 
a single one. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, can I take a moment of your time? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. I’ll yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Barr. Now, wait a minute. You knew it was just a partial 
search. I mean, there were outstanding subpoenas from both the 
Office of Independent Counsel and this committee — and I don’t 
know if there were at that particular time by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. You knew that that was — by virtue of the information 
brought to your attention in this memo 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. And in your other conversations 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Quite aside from threats and so forth. 
Let’s put that aside. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You knew that there was a serious problem and you 
knew that there was a high likelihood that information that was 
under subpoena by the independent counsel and by at least one 
committee of the Congress was very likely incomplete. 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not know that, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Yes you — you couldn’t have helped but have known it 
because of the nature of this specific problem brought to your at- 
tention because of these gaps 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, my 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. In this system because of the Mail2 prob- 
lems. 
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Mr. Lindsay. My staff has been unable to this day to tell me the 
exact number of e-mails that weren’t included. 

Mr. Barr. You don’t have to know 

Mr. Lindsay. They have been unable to 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. The exact number of e-mails included. 
There you go again. See? Talking about, you know, something very 
precise. We’re asking a general concern here and a general matter 
related to a very specific problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK? Now, there was testimony earlier today that Mr. 
Barry was able to go back, after it became apparent to him — and 
he isn’t even at near your level. He doesn’t have all of these de- 
grees and so forth, I don’t think, that you told us about. He was 
able to pinpoint just one that came to his attention, and he was 
able to direct the people to go back and they uncovered it. They 
found it because he knew that there was something incomplete in 
a record. 

Mr. Lindsay. The counsel’s office 

Mr. Barr. Or in a series of records. 

Mr. Lindsay. The counsel’s office 

Mr. Barr. Later, Mr. Haas testified and you’ve testified that a 
whole group of documents were brought to your attention that 
you’d now have us believe you said, “See no evil, hear no evil, 
speak no evil,” you just closed your eyes to it, dropped it off some- 
where over at the White House. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. I didn’t drop it off at 

Mr. Barr. You knew that 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I did not drop it off somewhere. I dropped it 
off within the counsel’s office of the President of the United States. 
That’s not just “somewhere.” 

Mr. Barr. And you had — and you would have us believe that you 
have no specific recollection of who? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t. 

Mr. Barr. Well, I know you’ve told us that. But you had to have 
known. There is no way that you could not have known that these 
records that were under subpoena — this was not some secret inves- 
tigation — that they were not complete because of this specific prob- 
lem, and you took no steps to uncover that. I think you had the 
duty, as an officer of the court, quite aside from the laws that I 
think apply here, to do that. 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe that I 

Mr. Barr. I suspect maybe that’s why you’re frustrated. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Fulfilled my obligations under my oath 
and as an officer of the court to convey the information and the na- 
ture of the problem to the counsel’s office. The review of those doc- 
uments to review them for responsiveness and to review them for 
privilege and other things that lawyers routinely do with the pro- 
duction of documents was the responsibility of the counsel’s office 
of the President of the United States. 

Mr. Barr. If you were 

Mr. Lindsay. That responsibility. 

Mr. Barr. If you were so frustrated, as you’ve told us — and I 
think that’s the word you just used with the chairman — what’s — 
tell us some of the specific steps you took to relieve your frustra- 
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tion, because we have a whole sheath of documents here expressing 
continued frustration by Mr. Barry, for example — document after 

document after document saying nothing 

Mr. Lindsay. I can give you specific instances 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Is being done. 

Mr. Lindsay. I can give you specific instances of how I expressed 
my frustration. I had a contractor that wanted additional resources 
who believed that the very issue that you’re talking about was out- 
side of the scope of the contract. The very definition of that issue, 
the way that they were doing it, meant delay, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Barry — again, I go back to this, because there are 

people far less qualified than you — Mr. Barry 

Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Barry is very qualified. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Barry discovered that there was — in just one se- 
ries of e-mails that there were gaps. He was able to check that out 
and get an answer to it very quickly. Mr. Haas, it took him a little 
bit more time, because he was requested pursuant to a chain of 
command here, to gather more documents than just the one par- 
ticular missing e-mail that Mr. Barry was looking for. 

Mr. Lindsay. But, sir 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Haas was able to do so. You’re sitting here telling 

us today that you, as the head of this entire office 

Mr. Lindsay. At the time I was the general counsel. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. With tremendous background in this 
haven’t been able to do it? 

Mr. Lindsay. What I am saying, sir, is that, as I recollect Mr. 
Barry’s testimony, it was that he discovered a gap in those particu- 
lar e-mails. But remember, sir, that information was coming from 
the ARMS system, alone. That was not the only source of documen- 
tary evidence that was provided to investigative committees 

Mr. Barr. But at least you knew that. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Or to other organizations. 

Mr. Barr. What I’m saying is I’m just extrapolating. I’m saying 
if he discovered that — — 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. In January 1998, just based on a very 
quick review of a couple of e-mails, he noticed there was a gap that 

didn’t make any sense 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. He got onto it right away and discovered 

the problem, alerted your office in January 1998 

Mr. Lindsay. He did not notify my office in January 1998. 

Mr. Barr. Yes, he did notify your office. Now, I don’t know 
whether you’re calling him a liar or not, but he testified that he 

sent a memo — an incident report 

Mr. Lindsay. To his supervisor. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. To the office — to OA. What is OA? 

Mr. Lindsay. The Office of Administration is 

Mr. Barr. OK. I’m saying that’s 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. A Federal agency. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Your office. Now, he didn’t send it to the 
Office of Administration in Alaska or somewhere, it was your office. 

Mr. Lindsay. Using that analogy 

Mr. Barr. Your office knew about this. 



205 


Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Him having knowledge is notification 
to the Office of Administration, because he is part of the Office of 
Administration. 

Mr. Barr. No. A piece of paper was sent and there was followup 
done, and you all did nothing. That’s our frustration. And you 
haven’t done anything today to relieve that. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not correct, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You’re getting inside my mind now? I’m telling you 
you haven’t. 

Mr. Lindsay. What I’m saying is we did $600,000 worth of work 
by Government — dedicated Government employees. I will not dis- 
count the work that those people did during a period where they 
were addressing the Y2K problem and other types of other pressing 
issues. Those people did that work. They actually completed it, and 
they did it at a cost that saved the taxpayers 

Mr. Barr. You did it? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. That saved the taxpayers money. 

Mr. Barr. You did not. This is your responsibility. You have not 
done it. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s correct, sir. I have not completed the 

Mr. Barr. And you are here today 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Reconstruction. That is correct. 

Mr. Barr. You haven’t done anything. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is not correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman, do you have a closing question or two? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 

I must say, people have different recollections of events, and I 
have a lot of sympathy for the witnesses. They are being asked to 
recollect and tell us about detailed activities. I don’t know, I guess 
this is 2 years ago; isn’t that right? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And I don’t know if I could have recollection of 
events 2 years ago, who said what to whom. I could have a general 
idea. And when people have different testimony, it doesn’t mean 
that one person is lying and another person is not. People just talk 
themselves into what they remember. It doesn’t mean it was true. 
They talk themselves into thinking that must be what happened. 

Now, that’s a situation where we’re talking about events of many 
years ago. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. We’ve all been here for many hours, and Mr. Bur- 
ton made the statement that he understood Mr. Hawkins to have 
said that he told you about threats, and you said that wasn’t the 
case. Is that your testimony? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, the fact of the matter is I have been here 
most of the day. I was certainly here for Mr. Hawkins’ testimony. 
And I don’t recall that he said that. I believe Mr. Burton believes 
what he said was true. 

Mr. Burton. I’d be glad to give you the transcript. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, I think the transcript will tell us, but maybe 
we can do something even better. We have transcripts. We have 
written transcripts of these proceedings, so everything is taken 
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down and people have a chance to change it, but it is all taken 
down. What we’re going to have, because of the chairman’s wisdom, 
is an Internet broadcast of our proceedings, gavel-to-gavel. And 
during the proceedings we’ve had a tape made of some of the testi- 
mony. So I would like to, with everybody’s indulgence — and I have 
the time to do it — show a tape, and I think we could then see what 
Mr. Hawkins actually said a few hours ago. 

I can understand we can have different recollections of what he 
said and be very sincere about those different recollections, but the 
fact of the matter is that even being sincere doesn’t make it accu- 
rate. 

So I wonder if we could show that videotape. 

Well, that obviously isn’t the right one. S&P futures were going 
down, but we all know that the stock market went up today. 
[Laughter.] 

We are, obviously, operating in very fast timeframe, but if the 
chairman will indulge me 

Mr. Burton. That’s fine with me. 

Mr. Waxman. I think it is coming right up. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Hawkins testified to me more than once today. 
We asked him questions back and forth. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, if I can inquire, I think Mr. Hawkins’ 
testimony 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, it is my time, and it is not up to 
the gentleman to inquire at all 

Mr. Barr. I suspect you can stop the time. 

Mr. Waxman. It’s my time, and 

Mr. Burton. I will give you whatever time you need after Mr. 
Waxman 

Mr. Waxman. If we could be quiet, we can hear the tape. 

Silent movies. Do we have sound on this one? 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Waxman is right, I did not hear the word “threat.” 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what to say. 
Maybe we’ve gotten too high-tech — maybe we can’t even get a tape 
recorder to work. You can understand why 

Mr. Lindsay. I’m sympathetic to your circumstances. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. The White House can’t get the whole 
e-mail system to work to track all the e-mails. 

I think when we do look at the record I think we’re going to see 
that Mr. Hawkins made a different statement than what the chair- 
man believed, but I think his belief is sincere. And I may be wrong, 
and we’ll see what the record was. If Mr. Hawkins were here we 
could ask him. 

But the point I’m really making is it is hard to remember pre- 
cisely what somebody said in a hearing 6 hours ago, let alone 2 
years ago. I still have some time, which is my time — the way this 
committee was supposed to work is we have a half hour — but now 
we have 10 minutes. We had a half hour and we split it up, and 
now I’ve got 10 minutes. And I am, obviously, trying to stall for 
some time so we can hear this tape. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Because I think it is going to give us an accurate 
portrayal. 
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Mr. Burton. You can mess with the tape. We’ll come back after 
the vote. OK? 

Mr. Waxman. OK. Then we’ll come back. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I think we’ve handled our high-tech 
glitch, and I’d like to have that tape rolled. 

[Tape played.] 

Mr. Waxman. They missed a question. 

Well, as I understand, what the tape would have shown would 
have been a question from Mr. LaTourette, who is a very good 
questioner, and an answer by Mr. Hawkins indicating that he was 
not told by Mr. Lindsay about the threats. But different people can 
have different recollections. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. That’s the point I’m making, as well as the other 
point that’s made is that even in this high-tech world things can 
get screwed up, and it’s clear that the White House expenditure 
of — how much money was spent on that whole arms system? 

Mr. Lindsay. There was $14 million appropriated originally. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, we spend millions and millions of dollars to 
get a system that would retrieve every e-mail so that all the e- 
mails could be available to all the independent counsels and all the 
committees of Congress. The White House made an effort, in hiring 
Northrop Grumman, to get that information on that system, and 
then they found out that there was a glitch in the system. There 
were contractors. There were subcontractors. This morning we saw 
that the subcontractors and the contractors were feuding with each 
other and had different stories to say about the events. 

And what bothers all of us is that when the White House heard 
about this we weren’t informed in a timely manner, presumably be- 
cause the White House was hoping it would be fixed. I was hoping 
this video would have been fixed in time, and then we would have 
had at least that snippet. 

But the reality is that, even in this high-tech age, things don’t 
always work out the way they are supposed to, and human beings’ 
being what they are, hear different things at different times. In 
fact, they say different things at different times, as their recollec- 
tion gets affected by other people’s statements. 

So it is my understanding that, from that tape, we would have 
heard Mr. Hawkins saying one thing. There may be other times he 
said other things as to the threats. But there was one statement 
made that Mrs. Callahan told these contractors not to talk, perhaps 
with a threat of jail, but I think one of them said that you had 
made those comments because Mr. Lindsay had asked you to make 
those comments. You both would deny that or do either of you re- 
member saying anything along those lines? 

Mr. Lindsay. I certainly didn’t pass or ask that any instruction 
be passed on to instruct anyone to intimidate any other person. Ab- 
solutely not. And I’m not aware of anyone else doing it, certainly. 

Mr. Waxman. And, Mrs. Callahan, he didn’t ask you to do it, and 
you say you didn’t do it? 

Mrs. Callahan. Mr. Lindsay never asked me to threaten any 
employees and I never personally threatened any employees. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The snippet that we just saw was just that, a 
snippet, and my staff will go through the entire discussion to make 
sure that we have it all, but I will read to you what was said by 
Mr. Hawkins on March 12th — well, it wasn’t March 12th, but when 
we interviewed him, Mr. Hawkins, here’s what he said. “Hawkins 
went to speak to Lindsay and Crabtree and insisted that all work 
be done within the bounds of the contract. When Hawkins had this 
conversation, he did not know what work the contract employees 
were doing, simply that it was outside the bounds of the contract. 
At the meeting, Crabtree told Hawkins, ‘Everything was fine before 
you stepped in.’ When he confronted Crabtree about her threaten- 
ing his employees with jail, she did not deny doing so, but rather 
turned and left the room without a word. Lindsay further told 
Hawkins, ‘I hope you appreciate my position.’ To this, Hawkins re- 
sponded — ” and pardon my language. This is his language — “to 
this, Hawkins responded, ‘I’m pissed. Dale Helms or Jim Wright 
didn’t authorize the work. Until Dale Helms authorizes the work, 
it’s not going to get done. I’ve instructed my employees accordingly, 
and I hope you understand my position.’ Lindsay replied, ‘Is that 
your final position?’ Hawkins says, ‘It is.’” 

So the issue was raised with Crabtree and Lindsay, according to 
Mr. Hawkins, and I think we’ll probably find that on the tape, as 
well. 

But let me just end up by saying this: I understand the minority, 
as they always do, pooh-poohing things that we discover in uncov- 
ering these investigations, and I understand the rationale for their 
position, but let me just say this: the e-mails were subpoenaed 
right along with everything else by the independent counsel, by us, 
this committee, by a whole host of people. They were not delivered. 
They were discovered in 1998. In September 1996, this glitch start- 
ed. That was right during the time that possible campaign finance 
mis-steps were taken or illegal activities took place. That was very 
relevant to the campaign finance investigation for which we sub- 
poenaed these documents. We did not get them. 

And you folks have a different view. You say things didn’t hap- 
pen, when six other people sat there today and took issue with you. 

I think this is something that is going to have to be looked into 
further. I don’t believe all six of those people are lying. I don’t be- 
lieve those five people felt intimidated because nothing was said to 
them. I think something was said to them, and I think it needs to 
be looked into further. 

And the last thing is, we’ve waited 2 years for these documents. 
Now we’re finding out, under questioning from Mr. LaTourette, 
that, even if a contract was signed today, it would be 211 days — 
I believe that’s right, isn’t it, Mr. LaTourette — 211 or so days be- 
fore we would get the information that we’re entitled to, and that 
would be after this administration leaves office. 

It sure sounds like somebody is blocking, and this is very serious 
stuff, because if illegal campaign contributions were solicited by 
people at the White House, if they were involved in a cover-up of 
other investigations that have been going on, then somebody needs 
to be held accountable and taken to task and possibly even pros- 
ecuted. 
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And so for us not to get this information after 2 years is just un- 
thinkable, and for you not to even start the process is unthinkable. 

So I just say I’m frustrated. I think my colleagues are frustrated. 

Mr. Barr, did you have any closing comments? 

Mr. Barr. Yes, if you’ll yield 

Mr. Burton. I’ll yield. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. For just a moment, Mr. Chairman. 

Somebody a little bit earlier — maybe it was you, Mr. Lindsay — 
mentioned the name Ada Posey. Did you mention that, or did you, 
Mrs. Callahan? 

Mr. Lindsay. At one point in my testimony I may have men- 
tioned her name. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. Who is she? 

Mr. Lindsay. She is the director of the Office of the Administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Barr. Is she in the — was she an assistant to Hillary Clinton? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Barr. Really? I thought that Ada Posey was. How long has 
she been in the current position? 

Mr. Lindsay. She no longer works for the Executive Office of the 
President. 

Mr. Barr. That’s not the question. How long had she served 
there in that office? 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe for 5 or 6 years. 

Mr. Barr. Until what time? 

Mr. Lindsay. Until December 1998. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Now, have either of you had any discussions at 
all at any time with lawyers from Northrop Grumman? 

Mr. Lindsay. Have I, personally? 

Mr. Barr. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. Ever? 

Mr. Barr. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. When we negotiated the contract for Northrop 
Grumman to come on board, they brought in their counsel at the 
signing ceremony. I remember meeting a counsel from — someone 
from the general counsel’s office from Northrop Grumman. It must 
have been in early 1997. 

Mr. Barr. That was the only contact you’ve had with lawyers 
from Northrop Grumman? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any other specific recollection of con- 
versations with lawyers from Northrop Grumman. 

Mr. Barr. Have you had any conversations with them about any 
of these matters 

Mr. Lindsay. Me? 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Under discussion today? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Barr. At no time? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not that I’m aware of. 

Mr. Barr. Well, you would be aware of them, wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I would think so. No, I did not have any conversa- 
tions with anyone from Northrop Grumman. 

Mr. Barr. Mrs. Callahan, have you? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 
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Mr. Barr. OK. How about attorneys from the Department of Jus- 
tice? 

Mr. Lindsay. At any time during my tenure? 

Mr. Barr. Concerning any of these matters. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. When? 

Mr. Lindsay. Shortly after the Mail2 glitch was discovered. 
Please keep in mind, sir, we were involved in several pieces of 
records litigation that were going on at that time, and we regularly 
conferred with our appellate counsel and with elements and indi- 
viduals from the Justice Department on how those matters were 
proceeding. We provided information to them. They were our attor- 
neys, and so we had regular communications with them on matters 
dealing with records. 

Mr. Barr. How about these matters, these records? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. I had one conversation with an individual in 
the — from the Justice Department about these matters shortly 
thereafter they were discovered. 

Mr. Barr. Which would be in when, because we have a difference 
over when 

Mr. Lindsay. I think it was in June 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. It was discovered. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing], 1998. I had a conversation with some- 
one from the Justice Department because my concern was — they 
were experts in the Federal Records Act, and I wanted to know and 
make sure that any — to see if there were any Federal records 
issues that were associated with the particular anomaly issue. 

Mr. Barr. So this was just a matter over that? It didn’t concern 
the specific files that might have been lost or that might need to 
be located? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. I was the general counsel for the Office of Ad- 
ministration. One of my responsibilities was to work with them in 
pending litigation, and if there was information that developed that 
was relevant to that pending litigation, it was my responsibility to 
make sure that I let them know about it, which is what I did. 

Mr. Barr. But the Department of Justice and its lawyers did not 
question you, or you didn’t have discussions with them about the 
specifics of what we’re talking about here today? They expressed no 
interest in what hies might be missing, how to retrieve them, why 
they’re missing, and so forth? 

Mr. Lindsay. In terms of what hies, no. It was a question of 
whether or not records that were not put into the ARMS system, 
was that information — just providing them with the information as 
to what happened so that they could make a determination of any 
other action that needed to be taken. We didn’t talk about the sub- 
ject matter. We talked about just the facts associated with that 
matter, and it was a relatively short conversation. 

Mr. Barr. And who was that with? 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe it was Jason Baron from the Justice De- 
partment. 

Mr. Barr. And that’s the only conversation about these matters, 
specifically, that you’ve had with the Department of Justice? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s the only one that I have a specific recollec- 
tion of. 
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Mr. Barr. Are there any that you don’t have a specific recollec- 
tion of? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know how I could 

Mr. Barr. I mean, I don’t know how — I mean, everything you say 
you have a caveat, a footnote to it. 

Mr. Lindsay. Is that a question, sir? 

Mr. Barr. No, it’s a statement. 

Mr. Lindsay. OK. 

Mr. Barr. Mrs. Callahan 

Mrs. Callahan. Yes, sir? 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Have you had any contacts, conversations 
of any sort with the Department of Justice or any Department of 
Justice attorneys concerning any of these matters that bring you 
here today? 

Mrs. Callahan. None of these matters, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. They’ve never approached you and asked you any 
questions about any of this? 

Mrs. Callahan. None of this, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Pardon? 

Mrs. Callahan. None of this on this subject, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And have you had any conversations with or dis- 
cussed any of these matters with this lady, Ada Posey? 

Mrs. Call a han. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. At no time? 

Mrs. Callahan. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Yes, Mr. Waxman? 

Mr. Waxman. I have a few questions. It won’t take very long. 

Mr. Burton. Well, if you have questions, we’ll probably have an- 
other round. Go ahead. 

Mr. Waxman. I was interested in recollections of people about 
the conversation. Shortly after the problem was discovered, Laura 
Crabtree, now Mrs. Callahan, who was the branch chief of the cus- 
tomer service computer support branch in the Office of Administra- 
tion, she had this meeting with Ms. Golas, Mr. Spriggs, Ms. 
Lambuth, Mr. Haas, and Ms. Salim, all of whom testified this 
morning; Mr. Lindsay, who was OA’s general counsel, spoke with 
those present by speaker phone and instructed them to continue in- 
vestigating the e-mail problem, but to avoid discussing with anyone 
else because it was a sensitive matter. 

Now, that was when Mr. Haas thought that if he told his wife, 
that you said, Mrs. Callahan, “There would be a jail cell with your 
name on it.” 

Now, when these witnesses who testified this morning were 
questioned by the staff, obviously Ms. Lambuth accused you of 
threatening her with jail, Mr. Haas remembered that, but Ms. 
Salim and Ms. Golas did not recall any threats being made at that 
meeting, and neither Ms. Golas nor Mr. Spriggs recall any mention 
of the word “jail.” That was what they said in the interview. And 
then they testified somewhat like that, but a little differently, this 
morning. So people have their recollections changed. It’s human na- 
ture, and I wouldn’t attribute bad intent on anybody’s part. You try 
to remember the events of 2 years ago. 
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Now, I have been told by my staff that this tape is now ready 
in its entirety, and I’m going to give that one last chance. So, if we 
could, let’s see what we have. 

[Tape played.] 

Mr. Waxman. Now, that only was a snippet, and I don’t know 
what was going to follow next, if he had any further answer to Mr. 
Burton, and he may well have said something different in the 
interview. But, again, my essential point is that people have dif- 
ferent recollections of what happened 2 years ago, and we even 
have different recollections of what happened a few hours ago. But 
I thought that we all should have seen that tape, and I regret that 
it has taken us so long to get it up there, but I think that tape, 
at least as far as it goes, speaks for itself. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I’ll just close then by saying that five people, 
as I’ve said before, said they felt threatened. Two of those people 
said that they had been told they would go to jail. One, when she 
went to her supervisor, and Mr. Hawkins — and Mr. Supervisor 
said, “You’ve got to tell us what’s going on,” and she said, “Hey, 
I can’t tell you.” He said, “Well, that borders on insubordination.” 
She said, “I’d rather be insubordinate than to go to jail.” Now, that 
sentence, alone, infers that she felt the same way as the other two. 
Now, that’s three out of the five. 

But, in any event, all five of them felt threatened to the degree 
that they had to go to a park across the street to talk or to 
Starbuck’s, because they felt like they had to keep this stuff quiet. 

So, you know, and then the other fact is that we haven’t had 
these e-mails, and it has been well over 2 years. Nothing has been 
done, and they’re trying to run out the clock. At least that’s how 
it appears to me, and I think to probably most people who paid at- 
tention. 

I think we’re going around in circles right now, so, unless there’s 
further comment — real quickly, Mr. Barr. I want to adjourn this 
thing. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lindsay, just a quick followup to 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. The question and answer about the De- 
partment of Justice lawyers. Let me be more specific. Did you ap- 
proach them to disclose this problem to them? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I did, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. They didn’t approach you? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And what was the specific purpose of your re- 
quest to them? 

Mr. Lindsay. If I remember correctly, my question was: do we 
have a Federal records issue associated with the fact that this in- 
formation had been, as a result of a glitch, not included in the 
ARMS records management system? I believe that was the specific 
question. 

Mr. Barr. Your concern with the Federal Records Act is what? 

Mr. Lindsay. He would — the folks at the Justice Department 
were experts in it and I had a concern. I wanted to make sure that 
I conferred 
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Mr. Barr. I mean, what was your concern? I agree, you should 
have been concerned. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. That’s a real problem with all of this. But what is 
your — what was your concern with the Federal Records Act? 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I believe — in my normal course of business I 
considered it due diligence on my part to make that inquiry. I also 
wanted to make sure that they were aware of this so that it could 
not — it wasn’t relevant or wasn’t something that they needed to 
have or needed information about in relation to other pending liti- 
gation. 

Mr. Barr. Doesn’t the Federal Records Act require these docu- 
ments to be retained and retrieved? 

Mr. Lindsay. They were retained. 

Mr. Barr. Isn’t that a concern? 

Mr. Lindsay. The question was: did they have to be retained in 
ARMS, as opposed to other means of retaining those documents, 
and my recollection of the response that I got was that no, this was 
a technical, non-human-intervention problem that is not a wilful 
act in any way, shape, or form; therefore, you are not running afoul 
of the Federal Records Act and you are maintaining the informa- 
tion in another form, which can be searched at a later date and 
maintained to preserve these records. 

Mr. Barr. So the records are retrievable? They are there? 

Mr. Lindsay. To the best of my knowledge, yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. You all just haven’t gotten them? 

Mr. Lindsay. They have to be reconstructed before they can be 
retrieved. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s the thing we’re going to work on trying to 
get collapsed to as short a time period as humanly possible. 

Mr. Barr. Right. Were these lawyers that you talked to at the 
Department of Justice, were they the same lawyers representing 
the White House in civil litigation? 

Mr. Lindsay. In civil — what civil litigation? 

Mr. Barr. Involving the White House. 

Mr. Lindsay. They represented the Office of Administration in a 
records case, the Carlin case. That’s the matter which I’m familiar 
with what they did. 

Mr. Barr. What case is that, the Carlin case? 

Mr. Lindsay. That case dealt with — there were plaintiffs that 
were essentially claiming that there should be Federal records sys- 
tems, electronic records management systems by all Federal agen- 
cies, including, if my memory serves me, including Congress. The 
contention was is that any memorandum that you would generate 
should be retained in an electronic records management system 
similar to the one that we maintain with ARMS. That was one of 
the contentions in the argument. 

Obviously, doing that, just from anyone’s casual observation, 
would be a very expensive and complicated proposition, and the 
issues in those matters dealt with what was the scope of that, 
whether or not the general records 20 issued by the National Ar- 
chives required that there be that kind of records management sys- 
tem. 
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Mr. Barr. The White House has known for quite some time that 
this problem exists. 

Mr. Lindsay. Which problem? 

Mr. Barr. The problem that brings us all here today. And you’ve 
testified that it can be resolved, it’s simply a question of money. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I did not say it was a question of money. It 
wasn’t a question of money at all. It was more a question of people 
than it was of money. 

Mr. Barr. Well, you’d have to pay those people, correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not just a matter of paying the people. Contractors 
that are brought in must be managed by people who can make sure 
that the Government’s interests are covered, in terms of making 
sure that they report responsibly, that they perform their respon- 
sibilities. Government workers must be involved in providing su- 
pervision for those activities. 

Mr. Barr. Why hasn’t it been done, then? I mean, you’re confus- 
ing the issue, I think, here. I mean, is it that you all don’t have 
enough people, you all don’t have enough money, you all don’t have 
enough qualified people? What is it? 

Mr. Lindsay. What we have to remember is 

Mr. Barr. And you tell us you’ve been frustrated for 2 years over 
this. 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, in November 1998 my technical staff came to 
me and said, “You will not be able to meet your Y2K objectives 
with your systems.” Plain and simple. That was a very serious 
proposition. 

What that meant is not only would this e-mail issue or other 
things happen that would be a problem, but it also meant that we 
could possibly have systems failures, and our duty to provide that 
kind of administrative support to the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent would not be fulfilled. 

So what we did is we compiled and looked at the list, and of all 
the mission-critical systems, those systems that we had to main- 
tain to make sure that we continued to provide the support for the 
Presidency that we’re required to do under statute 

Mr. Barr. Will you define — you keep using this term “mission 
critical system” and “mission critical project.” 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Wasn’t this mission critical? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it was not, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Oh, you don’t consider this mission critical? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was not considered mission critical. There was 
a very 

Mr. Barr. To the Office of Independent Counsel and this commit- 
tee? Would the Impeachment Committee have considered this mis- 
sion critical? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I mean, it seems fairly important to me. 

Mr. Lindsay. Saying it is not mission critical does not mean that 
it is not important. All of the projects that we have 

Mr. Barr. It means it doesn’t get done. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. It means that it doesn’t get done first. 

Mr. Barr. Well, it hasn’t even been done last. 
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Mr. Lindsay. It has been done — the $600,000 worth of work that 
the contractor was going to charge us 

Mr. Barr. So it is a question of money. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Has been worked on. 

Mr. Barr. Has the White House requested the funds necessary 
to do this? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was not a question of money. We have requested 
funds to do it. The question 

Mr. Barr. Well, if you don’t need more money, then why hasn’t 
it been done? 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I made the statement that it wasn’t a question 
of money, step one. 

Step No. 2 is that we needed the staff to be able to do it. 

At the conclusion of Y2K, we had Government staff that had 
been working on Y2K work on the resolution of this issue. That is 
step two. 

To resolve step one, I have made the request to the Treasury, 
Postal Appropriations Committee that they provide or allow us to 
spend funds from another account in that area so that we could 
pay for the contract to perform the work. But prior to making that 
request we had to know how much money to ask for. We had to 
know — and we’ve worked out a relationship with that committee 
where they have always asked us, prior to an appropriation, “What 
is the total project cost? What are the taxpayers going to have to 
pay to actually complete this issue?” They don’t want to just begin 
a project and not know where it is going to end. And I think that 
is a very appropriate question that Mr. Kolbe’s staff would have for 
us, and we wanted to make sure that we were prepared for that. 

Mr. Barr. Now Mr. Kolbe’s 

Mr. Burton. Let me 

Mr. Barr. I yield, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Who did not consider the mission critical? Some- 
body had to tell you this is not a top priority. Who was that? 

Mr. Lindsay. There was a very elaborate process. 

Mr. Burton. No, no. Who? 

Mr. Lindsay. I could not tell you who. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t know who told you this was not a top pri- 
ority? When the independent counsel, this committee, the Impeach- 
ment Committee, the Judiciary Committee of the U.S. House was 
conducting — you can’t remember who didn’t — who told you 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I really do believe we’re getting two issues con- 
fused. The first issue is the responsiveness of documents. That is 
an issue that you very legitimately and I very much respect that 
you have a concern about having documents produced that should 
be produced to those appropriate bodies that should be produced. 
That is a determination that the counsel’s office would have com- 
municated and would be involved in making a determination. 

There is a problem No. 2. 

Mr. Burton. Wait a minute. 

Mr. Lindsay. The second problem is the resolution of the 

Mr. Burton. How did you know 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Glitch and the reconstruction. 

Mr. Burton. How did you know that getting these e-mails to the 
relevant individuals when you knew there was a glitch, how did 
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you know that was not mission critical? How did you know that? 
Somebody had to tell you that. 

Mr. Lindsay. How did I know it wasn’t mission critical? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. I mean, how did you know this wasn’t a top 
priority? 

Mr. Lindsay. Because we had a team of people, a Y2K team with 
a Y2K administrator, who followed Federal guidelines on assessing 
what mission-critical systems were. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Who was the head of that group? 

Mr. Lindsay. Terry Misich was our Y2K coordinator. 

Mr. Burton. OK. That was the Y2K coordinator. So they said — 
the Y2K coordinator said that this was not a top priority, but that 
the Y2K was more of a priority? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any recollection of anyone on the Y2K 
team making specific reference to this particular project. The 
analysis 

Mr. Burton. OK. Then who decided that this was not a mission- 
critical issue, because we had the independent counsel, Mr. Starr, 
we had this committee and other committees — I think Senator 
Thompson’s committee — and we also had the Judiciary Committee 
all subpoenaing documents, and this was a top priority for the 
independent counsel and for the Congress of the United States. So 
who in the White House decided this was not a top priority, a mis- 
sion-critical priority? 

Mr. Lindsay. The determination of mission-critical systems was 
a technical determination, as 

Mr. Burton. Who made it? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was a collective decision. 

Mr. Burton. Well, who made it? Who was the head? Who made 
the decision? 

Mr. Lindsay. Ultimately, the sign-off on the mission-critical sys- 
tems as to how we went about doing it was probably done by the 
director of the Office of Administration or by the assistant to the 
President for management and administration. 

Mr. Burton. And who are they? 

Mr. Lindsay. One or the other. 

Mr. Burton. And who are they? 

Mr. Lindsay. Ada Posey and Virginia Apuzzo. 

Mr. Burton. OK. So those two 

Mr. Lindsay. In terms of the approval of that list. Do not take 
from the approval of that list that there was a specific 

Mr. Burton. Well, somebody had to 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Analysis 

Mr. Burton. Somebody had to say, “Hey, this is not something 
that we want to do right now. This is more important over here.” 
And I just want to know who it was. 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, just to put it in context, sir, there were thou- 
sands of projects which existed in the Office of Administration, 
technical projects. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. I understand. But who set the prior- 
ities? 

Mr. Lindsay. A combination of people. 
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Mr. Burton. You don’t get your orders from a combination of 
people. You get them from somebody. Who put this down the list? 
Who set the priorities? 

Mr. Lindsay. Well, I beg to differ. One of the things that we 
worked on in working with our Appropriations Committee is that 
when we set priorities we set those priorities collectively. They re- 
quired that we make those determinations 

Mr. Burton. You know, we don’t have a troika. We don’t have 
three people running the country. We have one, a President of the 
United States. He is the chief — he’s the Commander-In-Chief. He’s 
the boss. Somebody — we have a chain of command. When you get 
your orders, you’re getting them from somebody. And so this was 
a mission-critical issue as far as the Congress and the independent 
counsel was concerned, and I want to know who set the priorities. 

Mr. Lindsay. I can’t answer the question more fully than I al- 
ready have, sir. 

Mr. Burton. And I don’t think you’ve answered it at all. 

We’ve got documents that show that you were working on a 
Christmas card list and preparing new fax cover sheets. Were those 
mission critical? 

Mr. Lindsay. Y2K mission critical 

Mr. Burton. No, no. We have got documents that we’ll be glad 
to show you that show you were working on Christmas card lists 
and preparing new fax cover sheets. Were those more critical than 
getting these documents to the Congress? 

Mr. Lindsay. Those projects were completed — may have been 
completed, in addition to many, many other critical systems. The 
critical systems that are defined in the mission-critical list were 
things like the e-mail system, the maintenance of our network sys- 
tem. Those are the kind of mission-critical systems that we 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, if I can reclaim my time, could we 
get — do you have a list that shows where this particular matter fits 
on the list of priorities, then? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have a list of the mission-critical systems, which 
this project was not included on. I do have that. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And who wrote that? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was prepared by the team of people who pre- 
pared the Y2K and prepared our Y2K 

Mr. Barr. Is there, like, a team leader? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Contractor. In addition to — I don’t 
have a — I don’t know who specifically were referred to it or did it, 
other than the Y2K coordinator, who was the person who I dealt 
with. There were other people, including contractor people. There 
were Government people. 

Mr. Barr. Certainly contractor people 

Mr. Lindsay. And they would prepare 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Didn’t determine that this matter was not 
important. I would hope that the White House wouldn’t 

Mr. Lindsay. I could not — I cannot answer the question 
more 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Give that out to contractors. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Fully than I have already answered, 
sir. 

Mr. Barr. How about that specific question? 
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Mr. Lindsay. Which specific question? 

Mr. Barr. Did contract people determine that this matter was 
not important enough to followup on? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So you can at least answer that. 

Mr. Chairman, I have never heard anything like this. Maybe you 
have, but I haven’t. 

Mr. Burton. All I can say is I’m tired and we’re adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 7:43 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 
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The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 11:30 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Shays, Horn, Mica, Souder, 
Scarborough, LaTourette, Barr, Miller, Hutchinson, Walden, Wax- 
man, Lantos, Norton, Cummings, Kucinich, and Davis. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief 
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark 
Corallo, director of communications; Pablo E. Carrillo and M. Scott 
Billingsley, counsels; Jason Foster and Kimberly A. Reed, inves- 
tigative counsel; Kristi Remington, senior counsel; Robert Briggs, 
deputy chief clerk; Robin Butler, office manager; Michael Canty, 
staff assistant; Leneal Scott, computer systems manager; Lisa 
Smith Arafune, chief clerk; Maria Tamburri, assistant to chief 
counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini, systems administrator; Phil Schiliro, 
minority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Ken- 
neth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; Kristin Amerling, 
minority deputy chief counsel; Jon Bouker and Paul Weinberger, 
minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; Earley 
Green, minority assistant clerk; Andrew Su, minority research as- 
sistant; and Chris Traci, minority staff assistant. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. 

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ writ- 
ten opening statements be included in the record and without ob- 
jection so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits, extra- 
neous or tabular material referred to be included in the record and 
without objection so ordered. 

And since this is a continuation of last week’s hearing we will 
follow the same rule, starting with a half hour of questions on each 
side and then going to the 5-minute rule. 

As I said, we are going to continue the hearing we began last 
Thursday into the White House e-mail problem. Today, we will 
hear from White House Counsel Beth Nolan. And, welcome, we ap- 
preciate your patience. Because last week we anticipated having 
you. Then we found out additional information about the e-mails. 

(219) 
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We thought it would be better to wait until this week because of 
the additional information we were looking into. So we appreciate 
your bearing with us. 

We will also hear from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben. 
Is that pronounced correctly? 

Mr. Raben. Raben. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Raben. 

I would like to briefly review what we learned last week. 

First, we heard from a panel of Northrop Grumman employees. 
They operate the White House e-mail system. Two of them discov- 
ered the problem. Two and a half years worth of incoming e-mails 
weren’t searched to comply with subpoenas from a number of inde- 
pendent counsels, our committee and others. 

They were called in to a meeting with two White House officials. 
Their testimony about that meeting was pretty vivid. 

They all remembered that they were ordered to keep the e-mail 
problem secret. 

They all remembered being ordered not to tell their bosses about 
it. 

Several remembered being ordered not to tell their spouses about 
it. 

One remembered being told there would be a jail cell with his 
name on it if he told anyone. Three people remembered the jail cell 
comment. 

One woman felt threatened enough that she risked being fired 
from her job rather than tell her boss about it. She told her boss, 
111 would rather be insubordinate than go to jail.” 

We then heard from the two White House officials who conducted 
the meeting — Laura Crabtree, now Laura Callahan, who was in the 
room; Mark Lindsay was on a speaker telephone. Miss Callahan 
testified that she never threatened anyone. She said she never told 
anyone they would go to jail. 

Mark Lindsay couldn’t remember the phone call or the meeting 
at all. He couldn’t remember a followup conversation he held with 
a Northrop Grumman supervisor who was angry about the meet- 
ing. However, he was absolutely sure that he didn’t threaten or in- 
timidate anyone. 

I don’t understand how you can be so sure of what you said in 
a conversation that you can’t remember, but that is his testimony. 

So we have two very different accounts of the same meeting. 
How do we reconcile that? The only thing we can do is look into 
who has the motivation to tell the truth and who has the motiva- 
tion not to. 

It is clear that the Northrop Grumman employees were in an un- 
comfortable situation. Northrop Grumman has a contract with the 
White House. They could lose that contract. The contractors have 
to work with White House officials every day. If anything, they had 
an incentive to soft pedal what happened, not to rock the boat. 
They didn’t do that. 

On the other hand, Mr. Lindsay and Mrs. Callahan are accused 
of doing something that is really wrong. They are accused trying 
to intimidate people who work for them. They are accused of telling 
people to hide things from their supervisors. The morning of our 
hearing, the Justice Department announced that they were going 
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to open a criminal investigation. Mr. Lindsay and Mrs. Callahan 
are potential targets of that investigation. They had every reason, 
if they wanted to, to give misleading testimony or to engage in se- 
lective memory loss, which seems to be an epidemic at the White 
House. 

Given the fact that the Northrop Grumman contractors have no 
incentive to make allegations against the people they work for and 
every incentive not to make those allegations, I believe greater 
weight has to be given to their testimony. I have to come to the 
conclusion that their version of events is much closer to the truth. 

That is where we left matters last week. 

Today, we focus on another facet of this problem. In many, many 
respects, it is an even more important facet. That is, when did the 
White House counsel’s office find out about this mess and what did 
they do about it? 

Here is why that is important. Northrop Grumman isn’t respon- 
sible for complying with subpoenas to the White House. Laura Cal- 
lahan and Mark Lindsay are not responsible for complying with 
subpoenas. The White House counsel is responsible for complying 
with the subpoenas. When the counsel’s office finds out about a 
problem like this, they have an obligation. They either have to go 
get the information that wasn’t searched and turn it over. Or, if 
they can’t, they have an obligation to tell us and others who have 
subpoenaed information like the independent counsel that there is 
a problem. 

The White House did not do either. 

As I mentioned last week, the White House has a track record 
on subpoena compliance that is not very good: 

We fought with the White House for 4 months in 1997 for docu- 
ments in the illegal fundraising investigation. We had to threaten 
to hold the White House counsel, Mr. Ruff, in contempt to get the 
documents. White House lawyers ignored their responsibility to the 
Congress and to the American people. 

Then in October 1997, months after they told us that we had all 
of the records, the White House found hundreds of videotapes of 
the President and the Vice President at fundraisers. He claimed 
that it was an honest mistake. 

In the White House data base investigation, they withheld a 
staffer’s handwritten notes from the committee for more than a 
year. Those notes indicated that the President had expressed an in- 
terest in the White House data base being compatible with a DNC 
data base. 

These are just a few examples of the problems that we have had 
to deal with. The track record is pretty clear, complying with sub- 
poenas is something this White House does as a matter of last re- 
sort. 

The illegal fundraising investigation is just one area where we 
have been affected by this problem. 

We have been conducting an investigation into the Waco stand- 
off. We subpoenaed documents from the White House. We were 
never told that potentially hundreds of thousands of incoming e- 
mails were not searched for information on Waco. 

We conducted an investigation into the President’s decision to 
grant clemency to 16 Puerto Rican terrorists. We issued two sub- 
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poenas to the White House for documents. I want to read you a 
paragraph from the response that we received from the White 
House, “we have been in the process of searching archived e-mails 
for materials responsive to the committee’s subpoena. Enclosed 
please find the responsive documents.” 

That was last October. The White House counsel’s office had 
known about the e-mail problem for more than a year when we got 
that memo, and they didn’t tell us. 

Why wasn’t this committee ever informed that 2 V 2 years of in- 
coming e-mails were never searched? Was the Justice Department 
informed? Were the various independent counsels informed? Those 
are questions that we want to address at today’s hearing. 

We know that high-level White House officials were informed 
about the problem almost immediately. 

On June 19, 1998, the deputy chief of staff, John Podesta, and 
the White House counsel, Charles Ruff, got a memo. It explained 
the problem in detail. 

The same day, June 19th, Mark Lindsay apparently met with 
Mr. Ruff and Cheryl Mills, the President’s top two lawyers, to ex- 
plain the problem. 

Just 1 day before that, one of the Northrop Grumman contractors 
prepared an estimate, 246,000 of the more than 1.3 million e-mails 
that were on the server had not been archived. That is nearly one 
in five. 

I have had a chance to review Ms. Nolan’s testimony. She states 
that Mr. Ruff was notified of the problem but that he never under- 
stood the full extent of the problem. 

The President’s counsel never understood the full extent of the 
problem? I seriously doubt that explanation. This issue isn’t very 
complicated. There is a huge body of information that, to this date, 
has never been reviewed. If documents are withheld once, we can 
try to understand. If it occurs twice, you have justifiable doubts. 
But when it happens over and over again, and not just here but 
with the independent counsels and Senator Thompson, you start to 
get a little skeptical. 

In addition, the selective memory loss that almost every witness 
has when they come before this committee from the White House 
also causes doubts. 

Mr. Ruff had no intention of turning documents over to us in 
1997 until we forced him to by starting to move a contempt cita- 
tion. 

Mr. Ruff and his staff told us that they had no idea that there 
were hundreds of videotapes of the President at fundraisers — even 
though his staff had drafted memos on the subject. They didn’t 
know about it, but they had already drafted memos on the subject. 

Now we are being told although that Mr. Ruff knew about the 
e-mail problem he did not fully understand it. With all those sub- 
poenas coming in for all this information, all this evidence to the 
White House counsel and he didn’t understand it? It would be easi- 
er to believe that if the White House had a better track record. 

Ms. Nolan didn’t become White House counsel until August 1999. 
In her statement, she says that she wasn’t informed until January. 
She lays out the timeline of when she informed various agencies 
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conducting investigations. I want to tell you it bothers me about 
this sequence of events. 

On March 7th, my staff interviewed the Northrop- Grumman 
contractors. 

On March 8th, I wrote to Ms. Nolan to ask her why we had 
never been informed of this problem. I also wrote to Attorney Gen- 
eral Reno to ask her why the Justice Department had not looked 
into it. 

On March 10th, 2 days later, the Justice Department called the 
White House to ask them what was going on with the e-mails. 

On March 15th, the White House counsel’s office provided an ex- 
planation to the independent counsel’s office. 

On March 20th, the White House gave the Justice Department 
a written explanation. 

The White House first discovered this problem in June 1998. The 
Justice Department has known about it for some time. They have 
been representing the White House in the Filegate lawsuit. It was 
on the front page of the Washington Times in February. Yet no- 
body seems to do anything around this town until our committee 
starts interviewing people and writing letters. 

That is just wrong. I shouldn’t have to embarrass people to get 
them to do their jobs. 

This is almost the same thing that happened with the Justice 
Department’s interviews of the President and the Vice President. 
We had to force the Justice Department to turn those interviews 
over to us. If we had not done that, nobody would have known that 
they never asked the President or the Vice President one single 
question about their foreign money contacts. 

Two years ago, FBI Director Louis Freeh and prosecutor Charles 
LaBella tried to get the Attorney General to appoint an independ- 
ent counsel for the illegal fundraising investigation. They both 
wrote long memos to Janet Reno. Those memos practically predict 
this e-mail mess that we now have. 

Director Freeh and Mr. LaBella both understood that the Attor- 
ney General had too many conflicts to investigate her boss and 
other top aides and people at the White House. They both under- 
stood that the Justice Department would not be aggressive in pur- 
suing evidence from the White House. And that is exactly what has 
come to pass. 

One of the most amazing things to me is that the Justice Depart- 
ment is on both sides — both sides of this e-mail issue. The Civil Di- 
vision is representing the White House in the Filegate lawsuit. 
They are working with the White House to delay production of the 
e-mails. The Campaign Finance Task Force, which has always been 
a paper tiger, is now investigating whether obstruction of justice 
has occurred. 

It is pretty likely that the Justice Department will have to inves- 
tigate its own conduct in covering up these e-mails. 

Today, I sent a criminal referral to the Justice Department about 
possible perjury committed by Daniel Barry, a White House staffer 
who testified before the committee last week. In July 1999, Mr. 
Barry filed an affidavit, sworn affidavit in the Filegate civil suit. 
In that affidavit, he stated that the White House e-mails were 
archived in the ARMS system. He did not say anything about the 
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Mail2 problem, even though he had known about it for over a year. 
That is perjury. 

The worst part of it is that Mr. Barry’s affidavit was prepared 
by lawyers from the Justice Department and the White House. 
They were representing him at the time. They may have known 
that the affidavit was false and allowed Mr. Barry to sign it and 
submit it to the court. That conduct should be investigated as well 
so we can find out whether there was a criminal conspiracy to pro- 
vide false testimony to a Federal court and cover up this problem. 

You know, on a personal note, it makes me sick to think how Mr. 
Barry was used by the White House and the Justice Department. 
I don’t think he is a bad person, but now he is in a lot of trouble. 
I wonder if anyone even cares in this White House or the Justice 
Department. 

The problem is that the Justice Department cannot be expected 
to investigate these charges. They would be investigating potential 
criminal conduct by their own lawyers. It is just one more example 
of why the Attorney General needs to appoint a special counsel who 
is truly independent. 

It is an intolerable situation. The Attorney General should have 
listened to Mr. Freeh and Mr. LaBella 2 years ago. She should 
have appointed an independent counsel. If she had, maybe the 
President would have been asked at least a few questions about the 
finance scandal, the campaign finance scandal, about James Riady, 
John Huang or Charlie Trie. Maybe the Vice President would have 
been at least asked a few questions about the Hsi Lai Temple. 

Well, the independent counsel law has now expired, and the only 
alternative is for the Attorney General to appoint a special counsel. 
However, the least she can do is appoint this special counsel to get 
to the bottom of the e-mail mess. I have called on her to do so. 

I ask unanimous consent to place my correspondence with the 
Attorney General about this matter into the record at the conclu- 
sion of my statement. 

The Justice Department can’t be on both sides of this issue. It 
is fairly clear that the Department is not going to be aggressive in 
pursuing these e-mails from the White House. The only answer is 
to appoint a special counsel to do the job. In the next few days, I 
am going to introduce a resolution on the House floor calling for 
a special counsel. I invite all of my colleagues to be cosponsors. 

Mr. Raben is here from the Justice Department. We are going to 
be asking Mr. Raben some questions about when the Justice De- 
partment first learned about the missing e-mails. We are going to 
ask what has been done about it. We are going to ask for an expla- 
nation of how the Justice Department can possibly be on both sides 
of this conflict. 

Mr. Raben, I hope you will be candid with us and give us as 
much information as possible. I want to thank you and Ms. Nolan 
both for being here. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:] 
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Opening Statement 
Chairman Dan Burton 
Committee on Government Reform 
“Missing White House E-Mails: Mismanagement of Subpoenaed 

Records” 

March 30, 2000 


Good morning. 

Today, we are going to continue the hearing we began last Thursday into the White 
House e-mail problem. Today we will hear from White House Counsel Beth Nolan. We will 
also hear from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben. 

l ast Week’s Hearing: 

I’d like to briefly review what we learned last week. 

First, we heard from a panel of Northrop Grumman employees. They operate the White 
House e-mail system. Two of them discovered the problem — two-and-a-half years worth of 
incoming e-mails weren’t searched to comply with subpoenas. 

They were called in to a meeting with two White House officials. Their testimony about 
that meeting was pretty vivid. 

• They all remembered that they were ordered to keep the e-mail problem secret. 

• They all remembered being ordered not to tell their boss about it. 

• Several remembered being ordered not to tell their spouses about it. 

• One remembered being told there would be “a jail cell with his name on it” if he told 
anyone. Three people remembered the “jail cell” comment. 

• One woman felt threatened enough that she risked being fired from her job rather than tell 
her boss about it. She told her boss, “I’d rather be insubordinate than go to jail.” 

We then heard from the two White House officials who conducted the meeting. Laura 
Callahan was in the room. Mark Lindsay was on a speaker phone. Laura Callahan testified that 
she never threatened anyone. She said she never told anyone they would go to jail. 

Mark Lindsay couldn’t remember the meeting at all. He couldn’t remember a follow-up 
conversation he had with a Northrop Grumman supervisor who was angry about the meeting. 
However, he was absolutely sure that he didn’t threaten or intimidate anyone. I don’t 
understand how you can be so sure what you said in a conversation that you can’t remember, but 
that’s his testimony. 
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So we have two very different accounts of the same meeting. How do we reconcile that? 
The only thing we can do is look at who has the motivation to tell the truth, and who has the 
motivation not to. 

It’s clear that the Northrop Grumman employees were in an uncomfortable situation. 
Northrop Grumman has a contract with the White House. They could lose that contract. The 
contractors have to work with White House officials every day. If anything, they had an 
incentive to soft-pedal what happened — not to rock the boat. They didn’t do that. 

On the other hand, Mr. Lindsay and Mrs. Callahan are accused of doing something that is 
really wrong. They’re accused of trying to intimidate people who worked for them. They are 
accused of telling people to hide things from their supervisors. The morning of our hearing, the 
Justice Department announced that they were opening a criminal investigation. Mr. Lindsay and 
Mrs. Callahan are potential targets of that investigation. They had every reason, if they wanted 
to, to give misleading testimony, or to engage in selective memory loss. 

Given the fact that the Northrop Grumman contractors have no incentive to make 
allegations against the people they work for, and every incentive not to make those allegations, I 
believe greater weight has to be given to their testimony. I have to come to the conclusion that 
their version of events is closer to the truth. 

That’s where we left matters last week. 

Today’s Hearing 

Today, we focus on another facet of this problem. In many respects, it’s an even more 
important facet. That is - when did the White House Counsel’s office find out about this mess, 
and what did they do about it? 

Here’s why that’s important. Northrop Grumman isn’t responsible for complying with 
subpoenas to the White House. Laura Callahan and Mark Lindsay aren’t responsible for 
complying with subpoenas. The White House Counsel is responsible for complying with 
subpoenas. When the Counsel’s office finds out about a problem like this, they have an 
obligation. They either have to go get the information that wasn’t searched and turn it over. Or, 
if they can’t, they have an obligation to tell us that there is a problem. 

The White House didn’t do either. 

As I mentioned last week, the White House has a track record on subpoena compliance 
that's not good: 

• We fought with the White House for four months in 1997 for documents in the illegal 

fundraising investigation. We had to threaten to hold the White House Counsel in 

contempt to get the documents. White House lawyers ignored their responsibility to the 

Congress and to the American people. 
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» Then, in October of 1 997, months after they told us that we had all of the records, the 
White House found hundreds of videotapes of the President and Vice President at 
fundraisers. They claimed that it was an honest mistake. 

• In the White House Database investigation, they withheld a staffer’s hand-written notes 
from the Committee for more than a year. Those notes indicated that the President had 
expressed an interest in the White House database being compatible with the DNC’s 
database. 

These are just a few examples of the problems we had. The track record is pretty clear: 
complying with subpoenas is something this White House does as a matter of last resort. 

The illegal fundraising investigation is just one area where we’ve been affected by this 
problem. 

We’ve been conducting an investigation into the Waco standoff. We subpoenaed 
documents from the White House. We were never told that potentially hundreds of thousands of 
incoming e-mails weren’t searched for information on Waco. 

We conducted an investigation into the President’s decision to grant clemency to 16 
Puerto Rican terrorists. We issued two subpoenas to the White House for documents. I want to 
read you a paragraph from the response we received: 

“We have been in the process of searching archived e-mails for materials 
responsive to the Committee ’s subpoena. Enclosed please find responsive 
documents ... " 

That was last October. The White House Counsel’s office had known about the e-mail 
problem for more than a year, and they didn’t tell us. 

Why wasn’t this Committee ever informed that two-and-a-half years of incoming e- 
mails were never searched? 

Was the Justice Department informed? 

Were the various Independent Counsels informed? 

Those are questions that we want to address at today’s hearing. 

We know that high-level White House officials were informed about the problem almost 
immediately: 


On June 19, 1998, the Deputy Chief of Staff, John Podesta, and the White House 
Counsel, Charles Ruff, got a memo. It explained the problem in detail. 
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• The same day, June 19, Mark Lindsay apparently met with Mr. Ruff and Cheryl Mills — 
the President’s top two lawyers -- to explain the problem. 

• Just one day before that, one of the Northrop Grumman contractors prepared an estimate 
-- 246,000 of the more than 1.3 million e-mails that were on the server had not been 
archived. 

That’s nearly one in five. 

I’ve had a chance to review Ms. Nolan’s testimony. She states that Mr. Ruff was 
informed of the problem, but that he never understood the full extent of the problem. 

I seriously doubt that explanation. This issue just isn’t very complicated — there is a 
huge body of information that, to this day, has never been reviewed. If documents are withheld 
once, I can try to understand. If it occurs twice, you have justifiable doubts. But when it 
happens over and over again, and not just here, but with Independent Counsels and Senator 
Thompson, you start to get a little skeptical. 

Mr. Ruff had no intention of turning documents over to us in 1 997 until we forced him 
to. 


Mr. Ruff and his staff told us that they had no idea that there were hundreds of 
videotapes of the President at fundraisers (even though his staff had drafted memos on the 
subject). 

And now we’re being told that although Mr. Ruff knew about the e-mail problem, he 
didn’t fully understand it. It would be easier to believe that if the White House had a better 
track record. 

Ms. Nolan didn’t become White House Counsel until August of 1999. In her statement, 
she says that she wasn’t informed until January. She lays out the timeline of when she informed 
various agencies conducting investigations. I want to tell you what bothers me about this 
sequence of events. 

• On March 7, my staff interviewed the Northrop Grumman contractors. 

• On March 8, 1 wrote to Ms. Nolan to ask her why we’d never been informed of this 
problem. I also wrote to Attorney General Reno to ask her why the Justice Department 
hadn’t looked into it. 

• On March 10, the Justice Department called the White House to ask them what was 
going on with the e-mails. 

• On March 15, the White House Counsel’s Office provided an explanation to the 
Independent Counsel's office. 
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• On March 20, the White House gave the Justice Department a written explanation. 

The White House first discovered this problem in June of 1998. The Justice Department 
has known about it for some time. They’ve been representing the White House in the Filegate 
lawsuit. It was on the front page of the Washington Times in February. Yet nobody seems to 
do anything around this town until our Committee starts interviewing people and writing letters. 

That’s just wrong. I shouldn’t have to embarrass people to get them to do their jobs. 

The Justice Department’s Role 

This is almost the same thing that happened with the Justice Department’s interviews of 
the President and the Vice President. We had to force the Justice Department to turn them over 
to us. If we hadn’t, nobody would have known that they never asked the President or the Vice 
President a single question about their foreign money contacts. 

Two years ago, FBI Director Louis Freeh and prosecutor Charles LaBella tried to get the 
Attorney General to appoint an independent counsel for the illegal fundraising investigation. 
They both wrote long memos to Janet Reno. 

Those memos practically predict this e-mail mess that we have. Director Freeh and Mr. 
La Bella both understood that the Attorney General had too many conflicts to investigate her 
boss and his top aides. They both understood that the Justice Department would not be 
aggressive in pursuing evidence from the White House. That’s exactly what’s come to pass. 

One of the most amazing things to me is that the Justice Deparment is on both sides of 
this e-mail issue. The Civil Division is representing the White House in the Filegate lawsuit. 
They’re working with the White House to delay production of the e-mails. The Campaign 
Financing Task Force, which has always been a paper tiger, is now investigating whether 
obstruction of justice has occurred. 

It’s pretty likely that the Justice Department will have to investigate its own conduct in 
covering up these e-mails. Today, I sent a criminal referral to the Justice Department about 
possible perjury committed by Daniel Barry, a White House staffer who testified before the 
Committee last week. In July 1999, Mr. Barry filed an affidavit in the Filegate civil suit. In that 
affidavit, he stated that White House e-mails were archived in the ARMS system. He didn’t say 
anything about the Mail2 problem, even though he had known about it for a year. That’s 
peijury. The worst part of it is that Mr. Barry’s affidavit was prepared by lawyers from the 
Justice Department and the White House. They were representing him at the time. They may 
have known that the affidavit was false, and allowed Barry to sign it and submit it to the court. 
That conduct should be investigated, so we can find out whether there was a criminal conspiracy 
to provide false testimony to that federal court, and cover up this problem. You know, on a 
personal note, it makes me sick to think how Mr. Barry was used by the White House and the 
Justice Department. I don't think he’s a bad person, but now he’s in a lot of trouble. I wonder 
if anyone even cares in this White House or Justice Department? 
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The problem is that the Justice Department cannot be expected to investigate these 
charges. They would be investigating potential criminal conduct by their own lawyers. It’s just 
one more example why the Attorney General needs to appoint a Special Counsel. 

It’s an intolerable situation. The Attorney General should have listened to Mr. Freeh and 
Mr. LaBella two years ago. She should have appointed an independent counsel. If she had, 
maybe the President would have been asked at least a few questions about James Riady, or John 
Huang, or Charlie Trie. Maybe the Vice President would have been asked at least a few 
questions about the Hsi Lai Temple. 

Well, the Independent Counsel law has expired now. However, the least she can do is 
appoint a “special counsel” to get to the bottom of the e-mail mess. I’ve called on her to do so. 

I ask unanimous consent to place my correspondence with the Attorney General about this 
matter into the record at the conclusion of my statement. The Justice Department can’t be on 
both sides of this issue. It’s fairly clear that the Department is not going to be aggressive in 
pursuing these e-mails from the White House. The only answer is to appoint a special counsel 
to do the job. In the next few days, I’m going to introduce a resolution on the House floor 
calling for a special counsel. I invite all of my colleagues to be cosponsors. 

Mr. Raben is here from the Justice Department. We’re going to be asking Mr. Raben 
some questions about when the Justice Department first learned about the missing e-mails. 
We’re going to ask what’s been done about it. We’re going to ask for an explanation of how the 
Justice Department can possibly be on both sides of this conflict. Mr. Raben, I hope you will be 
candid and give us as much information as possible. 

Mr. Raben, thank you for being here. 

Ms. Nolan, thank you for being here. 

[ now recognize Mr. Waxman for his opening statement. 
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ONE HUMORED SIXTH CONGRESS 


Congress of tfje Sinitei States 

lloufit of fiEprescntatiBes 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


March 8, 2000 



SS8SAR0 SAKOCBS, VERMONT. 
INOEPENCENT 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I am concerned that the Department of Justice has made no effort to obtain an entire category of 
documents that has potential bearing on the Campaign Finance investigation. Yesterday, the Committee 
learned that hundreds of thousands of e-mails sent to White House employees from outside the White 
House complex have never been reviewed to determine whether they are responsive to document requests 
and subpoenas. These e-mails were received during the critical 1996-1998 time frame. As of yesterday, 
the Justice Department had made no effort to contact individuals who manage White House e-mails, and 
there is no indication that you have ever pushed the White House for a review of this information, despite 
the fact that this matter has been reported in the press. 

The appearance created by this failure is that you have no intention of pursuing a vigorous 
investigation of the White House. 

In his memorandum recommending the appointment of an Independent Counsel, Charles LaBella 
wrote: “The contortions that the Department has gone through to avoid investigating these allegations are 
apparent.” He also wrote: “If these allegations involved anyone other than [redacted name], an 
appropriate investigation would have commenced months ago without hesitation.” Recently we learned 
that you deemed it irrelevant to question the President about James Riady’s offer of one million dollars or 
about any other facet of the foreign fundraising scandal. We also discovered that your prosecutors failed 
to ask the Vice President about the Hsi Lai Temple event. Earlier, we learned that a search warrant for 
Charlie Trie’s home was quashed just before it could be served. Now we find that you apparently aren’t 
even hiding behind the pretense that the White House should produce information relevant to the 
campaign finance investigation. 

I request that you inform this Committee of the steps you are going to take to address the White 
House 's failure to provide the Justice Department with critical information. 



Chairman 
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BERNARD SANDERS. VERMONT. 
INDEPSNaEfIT 


March 21, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Justice Department's Failure to Investigate White House E-Mails 

Deal* General Reno: 

On March 8, 2000, 1 wrote to you about the Justice Department’s apparent failure 
to make any effort to obtain a large category of documents potentially relevant to the 
campaign fundraising investigation. In that letter, I pointed out that the Justice 
Department had not contacted any of the contractors responsible for the White House e- 
mail system, and had apparently not pushed the White House to produce this information 
to the Justice Department. 

However r as4he Committee-has investigated rhismatteivJ have Jeamed-that not ...... 

only has the Justice Department failed to push for any of this information, it is actually 
playing a key role in keeping the information from coining to light. Currently, the Justice 
Department is representing the Executive Office of the President (“EOP”) in civil suits 
brought in the “Filegate” case. In recent pleadings, plaintiffs have alleged suppression of 
evidence and threatening of witnesses concerning mismanaged White House e-mail 
records that may touch on Filegate matters affecting their case. Rather than responding 
to the Plaintiffs’ allegations with concern, or even withdrawing from the case, the Justice 
Department lawyers have responded like seasoned defense counsel: they disparaged the 
plaintiffs’ claims; they said that this was old news; and they claimed that it would be 
impossible to produce the e-mails. In its March 6, 2000, memorandum to the court, the 
Justice Department first characterized the plaintiffs’ allegations as “offensive.” Then, it 
stated that the “technical failure [to produce the e-mails] is a long-standing matter of 
public record that has been confirmed by the White House itself.” Finally, the Justice 
Department stated that the “EOP has advised both plaintiffs and this Court on 
innumerable occasions that it has not produced any backed-up or archived e-mail in 
response to plaintiffs’ many discovery requests. Time and again, EOP has forthrightly 
objected that it is unduly burdensome to perform broad-based searches of archived and 
backed-up e-mail, especially e-mail stored in a non-word searchable format.” 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


While the Justice Department’s zeal in defending its client, the White House, is 
understandable, it is also troubling. The Justice Department is supposed to be conducting 
a thorough criminal investigation of allegations of illegal fundraising in the 1996 
elections, including allegations about White House involvement in the scandal. Just last 
week, you stated that “the investigation continues, and we will continue to pursue every 
lead.” Yet, the Justice Department’s filing in the Filegate case makes it clear that you are 
not making any effort to follow this lead. In fact, the Justice Department is disparaging 
these claims, and is assisting the White House in its efforts to keep these records from 
being produced to the Justice Department or any other investigative body. These facts 
lead me to ask a number of questions: 

• When did the Justice Department leam of the problem with the White House e- 
mail system? 

• When was the Campaign Financing Task Force informed of the problem with the 
White House e-mail system? 

• Is it the opinion of the Campaign Financing Task Force that allegations that White 
House e-mails were not produced to the Task Force are “offensive,” as the Justice 
Department suggested in its recent legal brief? 

• Is it the Campaign Financing Task Force’s position that “it is unduly burdensome 
to perform broad-based searches of archived and backed-up e-mail, especially e- 
mail stored in non-word searchable format,” as suggested in the Justice 
Department’s brief? 

When FBI Director Freeh and Charles La Bella concluded that you were not able 
to conduct the campaign fundraising investigation, they were obviously right. This 
conclusion was reinforced when it was learned that your prosecutors had failed to 
question either the President or the Vice President about any aspect of the foreign money 
scandal during five separate interviews. It is inconceivable that the Justice Department 
can on one hand help the White House avoid production of the missing e-mails, and on 
the other hand, aggressively pursue the e-mails in the campaign fundraising investigation. 


-^‘’"■‘■'Sincerely, 

pycu /?. 

r\ 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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BERNARD SANDERS. VERMONT. 
INDEPENDENT 


March 27, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N,W. 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

The Campaign Financing Task Force has announced an investigation of possible 
obstruction of justice involving documents not produced to this Committee, various 
Independent Counsels, and the Justice Department. In a Declaration to the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia, filed on March 22, 2000, Robert J. Conrad, 
Jr., the Chief of the Justice Department Campaign Financing Task Force, stated that: 
“continued inquiry into this matter by the Civil Division . . . would interfere with and 
potentially compromise the Task Force’s investigation of the pending allegations.” Thus, 
the Task Force, which is supervised by you, has declared that the Civil Division, which is 
supervised by you, might ‘interfere with and potentially compromise” a major 
investigation. First, you rejected an Independent Counsel in favor of running your own 
investigation of the President, Vice President, and your political party. Now you have 
decided to use the same Campaign Financing Task Force, supervised by yourself, to 
investigate yourself and the Justice Department lawyers who helped keep the e-mails 
from being produced to Congress, Independent Counsels, and your own Campaign 
Financing Task Force. 

Under nomial circumstances, I would welcome a Justice Department investigation 
of possible criminal conduct. However, because you and your staff are in charge, the 
proposed investigation is fatally flawed. When Director Louis Freeh and then-Task 
Force Chief Charles La Bella recommended an Independent Counsel in 1998, the words 
they used effectively predicted the current e-mail scandal. They believed that an 


1 



235 


investigation led by the Attorney General would not be able to take steps necessary to 
secure evidence, vigorously investigate Democrat political leaders and their patty, and 
promote confidence in the rule of law. Now, two years later, the e-mail scandal has 
proven their point. This part of the campaign finance scandal, however, points directly at 
the justice Department - for what the justice Department did do (represent the White 
House in keeping the e-mails from investigators) and for what the Justice Department did 
not do (force production of the e-mails for its own investigation). 

There is growing consensus that you were, and are, unable to supervise 
investigations involving the President, the Vice President, and your political party. For 
this reason, J cal! on you to appoint a Special Counsel to investigate the obstruction of 
justice charges against the White House. The individual chosen should be completely 
independent, should have no current ties to the Justice Department, and should be seen by 
the American people to be fair and impartial. With all due respect to Mr. Conrad, he is 
under your supervision, and he will be subject to the same constraints that have made 
your foreign money investigation a tragic misadventure. Simply put, you cannot be in 
charge of investigating yourself and the Civil Division, which is now headed by your 
former Chief of Staff. 

I will address the following points in turn: (1) the perception that you are not able 
to do your job; (2) allegations that you are predisposed to provide unfair advantages to 
your political colleagues in matters involving the campaign finance scandal; and (3) the 
apparent conflict of interest within the Justice Department in the e-mail obstruction of 
justice matter. 


I. The Perception that You Are Not Able to Do Your Job 

I will refrain from using this letter as a vehicle for restating my views of your 
conduct in the campaign financing investigation. They are well known. Rather, I ask 
that you consider what the media is telling the citizens of this country. 1 realize that you 
believe that you should be free from the pressure of the media, and 1 share your view that 
an Attorney General should not be driven solely by the dictates of public opinion. 
Nevertheless, the perception that you have created is devastating to the cause of justice, 
harmful to the institution you preside over, and damaging to the thousands of good men 
and women who serve this country in the Justice Department and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. The following selection of assessments speak to your fitness to preside 
over the e-mail investigation and should give you a taste of what will be said if you elect 
to run this investigation: 

The general election campaign has gotten off to an unusually fast start, 
and it has done so under a cloud of suspicion created by Attorney 
General Janet Reno’s incompetent and politically biased response to 
the campaign finance abuses of the 1996 campaign. 1 


Campaign Finance Battles, The New York Times, March 14, 2000, at A22. 
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The [release of the La Bella memorandum and other] documents are 
further evidence of Ms. Reno’s politicized handling of the campaign 
fund-raising issue and of her dedication to protecting Democratic 
Party interests from start to finish * 

[OJccasiona! glimpses the public has had of the Justice Department 
investigation have inspired less than total confidence. 

She [Attorney General Reno] has sought to protect the White House at 
every turn, especially after meeting with the President on her 
reappointment at the outset of his second term. She has named special 
counsels for trivial cases against Cabinet members, but refused them on 
serious charges against the President and Vice President despite the La 
Bella and Freeh recommendations. 1 * * 4 

Today few doubt any longer that Ms. Reno is an adjunct to the Clinton- 

Gore political operation The Justice task force’s investigation into 

the ties between China and the 1996 Clinton campaign contributions has 
been a catalog of lapses. 5 

The inability of Attorney General Janet Reno and her politicized 
Justice Department to investigate the Clinton Administration shows 
that the country needs to polish the independent counsel mechanism, not 
junk it . 6 

[I]n an unforgivable dereliction of duty, Attorney General Janet Reno 
failed to pursue the clear violation of the letter and spirit of the campaign 
laws . 7 

If Ms. Reno decides in the end to appoint an independent counsel, the 
[Government Reform] committee’s contempt vote will be rendered 
meaningless. If, on the other hand, she refuses, she risks the unthinkable. 
At that point, it would be better for her to resign than to continue to 
ignore a Congress that finds her unbelievable . 8 

She comes not to expose political corruption, but to bury it . 9 


1 The Justice Department Memos, The New York Times, March 1 1 , 2000, at A14. 

3 Dan Burton 's Question, The WASHINGTON POST, December 19, 1999, at B6. 

4 Reno 's Most Wanted, The Wall Street Journal, September 7, 1 999, at A24. 

5 Watching the Watchdog, THE WALL STREET JOURNAL, July 1, 1 999, at A22. 

4 More Bad Advice From Ken Starr, THE NEW YORK TIMES, April 15, 1 999, at A30. 

1 A New Year for Campaign Reform, TheNew York Times, December 27, 1998, at §4, p.8. 

8 Reno 's Dilemma; Appoint an Independent Counsel or Resign, THE DALLAS MORNING News, August 7, 

1998, at36A. 

9 Law School for Jana Reno, THE New York Times, July 19, 1 998, at §4, p. 1 4. 
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Every decision she has made and comment she has offered has minimized 
the offenses and excused the conduct of the White House and the 
Democratic Party. The person who is supposed to be the nation’s chief 
prosecutor, ever alert for signs of infraction, sounds instead like a 
technicality-hunting defense lawyer . 10 

“Even if it looks like a duck,” a Justice Department source said 
recently, explaining the task force approach, “we can’t make it 
quack .” 11 

These are harsh, yet consistent, assessments of your role in the campaign finance 
investigation. In many respects, they are your legacy. It is important, however, that the 
institution you run not be further injured. Doubtless, at your next news conference you 
will tell us that you ‘call them as you see them’ and that you don’t do ‘what ifs.’ But this 
is a serious matter, and it calls for a real investigation, not platitudes. You were in charge 
when the Justice Department’s Civil Division began to help the White House craft its 
efforts to hide these e-mails. You were in charge when your lawyers went to bat for the 
White House instead of against it. The e-mail investigation is, in part, of you, and it 
would be absurd for you to cling to the fiction that you can investigate yourself. 

Thus, I call upon you to appoint a Special Counsel. 


H. The Perception that You Are Predisposed to Provide Unfair 

Advantages to Your Political Colleagues in Matters Involving the 
Campaign Finance Scandal 

Charles La Bella, the former head of your campaign financing task force made the 
following observations to you: 

[The] Task Force has commenced criminal investigations of non-covered persons 
based only on a wisp of information . 12 

If these allegations involved anyone other than [redacted], an appropriate 
investigation would have commenced months ago without hesitation . 13 

The contortions that the Department has gone through to avoid investigating these 
allegations are apparent . 14 

[There is] no acceptable explanation as to why one is the subject of a full criminal 
inquiry and the other is and remains in investigative limbo . 15 


10 Meltdown at Justice, The New York Times, December 7, 1997, at §4, p.16. 

1 1 Susan Schmidt and Roberto Suro, Troubled from the Start; Basic Conflict Impeded Justice Probe of 
Fund-Raising, The WASHINGTON POST, October 3, 1997, at Al. 

12 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

13 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

M Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 
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The Department’s treatment of the Common Cause allegations has been marked 
by gamesmanship rather than an evenhanded analysis of the issues. That is to say, 
since a decision to investigate would inevitably lead to a triggering of the ICA 
[Independent Counsel Act], those who are hostile to the triggering of the Act had 
to find a theory upon which we could avoid conducting an investigation. 16 

The Task Force never conducted an inquiry or investigation of the entire 
campaign finance landscape in order to determine if there exists specific 
information from a credible source that a covered person . . . has violated a federal 
criminal law.' 7 

These observations go to a central theme: you have presided over an investigation that 
has given an unfair advantage to the President, the Vice President, high government 
officials, and members of the Democrat Party. How else can one explain the following: 

• The Justice Department failed to ask the President a single question about 
foreign money or James Riady’s promise of one million dollars. 

• The Justice Department failed to ask the Vice President a single question 
about the Buddhist temple fund-raiser. Furthermore, one week before the 
1996 election, the Justice Department pulled prosecutors off the Buddhist 
Temple fund-raiser case. 

• The Justice Department failed to investigate, or delayed an investigation of, 
the subject of the above-mentioned quote (“if these allegations involved 
anyone other than [redacted], an appropriate investigation would have 
commenced months ago without hesitation”). My suspicion, from the context 
of the quote, is that the individual referred to is Harold Ickes, but the fact that 
you delayed the investigation is perhaps more important than the identity of 
the individual. 

• The Justice Department failed to pursue evidence, ranging from search 
warrants related to Charlie Trie’s documents to the White House e-mails that 
are the subj ect of the current controversy. Recently this Committee 
subpoenaed the actual document requests made to the White House by the 
Justice Department. I am concerned that we will soon leant that there are 
many other areas that the Justice Department neglected to pursue. 

• When the Justice Department failed to recommend a fine for Charlie Trie, the 
judge in the case had to take it upon himself to reject the Department’s 
recommendation and stiffen the penalty. 


,s Charles La Belts. The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

16 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

17 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 
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These examples do not stand alone. There are many more. 

One other matter cannot be ignored when discussing the predisposition to go easy 
on your political colleagues and the Democrat Party. When Mr. La Bella wrote his 
memorandum recommending the appointment of an Independent Counsel, he pointed out 
that you consistently used an erroneous interpretation of the Independent Counsel statute. 
He said: "[tjhe reference to specific and credible evidence is just wrong.” 18 He was 
referring to your many pronouncements that appointment of an Independent Counsel 
required specific and credible evidence, as opposed to the language of the statute, which 
actually required specific information from a credible source. La Bella pointed out that 
“the threshold has been raised from consideration of the specificity of the information 
and credibility of the source to a determination that there is specific and credible evidence 
of a federal violation. Evidence suggests something which furnishes proof, information 
need not be as directed. While the distinction may appear to be subtle, it is significant." 
Again, your misapplication of the statute is important when we consider Mr, Conrad’s 
request to have you take charge of the e-mail investigation. 

In the e-mail investigation, it would be inappropriate to allow lax enforcement or 
manipulation of the law in order to benefit political colleagues and a political party. 

Thus, I call upon you to appoint a Special Counsel. 


III. The Conflict of Interest Within the Justice Department in the E-mail 
Obstruction of Justice Matter 

After all that has happened since you took control of the campaign finance 
investigation, I believe that you are not able to investigate the possibility of White House 
obstruction of justice. In fact, there are serious and legitimate concerns that your own 
lawyers may be part of possible obstruction of justice. 

On Friday, March 24, 2000, 1 received an affidavit from Laura Callahan. She had 
testified at a hearing before my Committee on March 23, 2000, and, in an effort to correct 
her testimony from the previous day, she submitted an affidavit. In the affidavit, she 
stated “I wish to clarify that I did discuss email issues with Department of Justice 
attorneys in connection with currently pending civil litigatioa” Her contacts with the 
Justice Department took place in 1 998 and resulted in the submission of an affidavit to 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia in 1 998. 

One of the lawyers who assisted in the preparation of the 1 998 affidavit was 
James Gilligan, who recently denigrated the existence and importance of the e-mails in a 
filing in District Court in the civil case Cara Leslie Alexander v. Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, No.96-2123/97-1288 (RCL). I? Furthermore, Justice Department lawyers 


" Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

19 The Department of Justice stated in a recent filing with the District Court: “As a threshold matter, 
defendant observes that plaintiffs’ latest rhetorical outburst concerning e-mail can only be described as yet 
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assisted Daniel A. Barry in his submission of an affidavit to the same District Court on 
July 9, 1999. At that time, the problem was widely known within the White House, and 
Mr. Barry was clearly frustrated by his supervisors’ failure to move towards a solution to 
the Mail2 e-mail problem. Notwithstanding his knowledge of the problem, Mr. Barry 
failed to refer to the matter in his affidavit. 

Although we do not know what Mr. Gilligan knew regarding the extent of the 
problem, it seems unlikely that he was oblivious to the fact that there was a universe of 
information that had never been reviewed for responsiveness to subpoenas and document 
requests. In his zealous representation of your client, the White House, he contributed to 
the failure to produce information to your own Campaign Finance Task Force, to my 
Committee, and to various Independent Counsels. Although I risk stating the obvious, I 
do not see how you could represent both sides in the same case. It is well-nigh 
impossible to tell your client to produce information when you are counseling the same 
client how to avoid producing the same information. Indeed, Justice Department lawyer 
James Gilligan made representations in open court on March 24, 2000, that the Justice 
Department was “on the hams of a dilemma” and that the Department was faced with 
either impeding the criminal investigation, or failing to defend vigorously their client, the 
White House. 

From my perspective, I do not see how yon can tolerate the representation that the 
e-mails are not consequential, as indeed has been made by Mr. Gilligan. I can only 
imagine how you would react if, in a tax fraud case (or a criminal assault case, or a civil 
rights case, or a voting rights case, or any other type of legitimate federal investigation 
and prosecution), the individual under investigation took the position that production of a 
large quantity of documents freed him from complying with specific requests. This, in 
effect, is the position of the White House in the current controversy. The “I have 
complied with some of your request so please go away” theory of investigation may be 
the standard you have set for your campaign finance inquiries, but it is not acceptable to 
the Committee of which I am Chairman. 

In the case of the White House electing not to inform this Committee that it was 
not going to undertake a search for documents responsive to subpoenas, an obstruction of 
justice investigation will ultimately have nothing to do with the content of the e-mails. 
The issue is relatively simple: either White House lawyers made a good faith attempt to 
do what they were required to do by law, or they did not. It is my belief that your Justice 
Department cannot be relied upon to get to the bottom of this matter because of the 
conflict within the Justice Department and because of your own demonstrated lack of 
enthusiasm when it comes to investigating the White House, the President, the Vice 
President, and your political party. 


another ‘distraction from the issues in this lawsuit.’ The technical failure to which plaintiffs allude is a 
long-standing matter of public record that has been confirmed by the White House itself.” Executive Order 
of the President’s Memorandum in Opposition to Plaintiffs’ Requests to Restrict Disclosure of the First and 
Second Supplements to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Evidentiary Hearing, and in Support of Cross Motion for 
Expedited Consideration dated March 6, 2000 (quoting Memorandum and Order dated April 2 1, 1999). It 
is worth noting, for the record, that this Committee was not informed by the White House of the “technical 
failure.” 
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For the reasons cited above, I request that you appoint a Special Counsel to 
determine whether either or both the White House and the Department of justice 
conspired to obstruct justice by either failing to search for information responsive to this 
Committee’s subpoenas, or by failing to represent that the White House had not searched 
for information responsive to this Committee’s subpoenas. 1 also request that this 
Special Counsel investigate whether untruthful certifications were made to the 
Committee regarding productions of subpoenaed documents. 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: United States District judge Royce C. Lamberth 

Louis Freeh, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 

Independent Counsel Donald Smaitz 

Independent Counsel David Barrett 

Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Independent Counsel Curtis Von Katin 

Senator John Danforth 

Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform 

Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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March 30, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Criminal Referral of Daniel A. Barry 

Dear General Reno: 
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I am writing to refer to you information about possible violations of law that have 
been uncovered in the course of the Committee’s investigation of the White House e-mail 
system. The Committee has learned that Daniel A. Bany, the Deputy Data Center 
Manager/Electronic Records Manager in the Executive Office of the President may have 
made false statements under oath in civil litigation relating to the White House's handling 
of confidential FBI files. I urge you to give these charges the serious examination they 
deserve. As I will explain below, the only way that this referral can receive serious 
attention is if it is referred to a special counsel. 

At all relevant times during the civil litigation, Alexander v. FBI , Mr. Barry was 
represented by attorneys in the Justice Department’s Civil Division. Justice Department 
lawyers oversaw the preparation of Mr. Barry’s affidavit which now appears to be 
perjurious. Justice Department lawyers filed that affidavit in court. Accordingly, any 
examination of the issues raised by this referral will include an investigation of the role of 
Justice Department attorneys in offering false testimony in the Alexander lawsuit. As I 
have explained in two earlier letters, I do not believe that the Justice Department can 
carry out a credible investigation of the White House e-mail system. Accordingly, I have 
called on you to appoint a special counsel to investigate the allegations against the White 
House. To date, you have ignored my call. However, now that there is evidence that the 
Justice Department itself may have been involved in preparing and presenting false 
testimony relating to the White House e-mail system, I cannot see that you have any 
choice but to appoint a special counsel. 
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A. Daniel Barry’s Role in the E-Mail Matter 

As the Deputy Data Center Manager/Electronic Records Manager in the 
Executive Office of the President, Mr. Barry is responsible for managing the Automated 
Records Management System (“ARMS”), and in fact, was one of the primary designers 
of the ARMS system. As the ARMS manager, Barry receives requests and processes 
search requests from the White House Counsel’s office in response to subpoenas and 
document requests. 

Barry first became aware of an anomaly in the ARMS system in January 1998, 
when he was conducting a search of the ARMS system for e-mails relating to Monica 
Lewinsky. While conducting this search, Barry noticed that the records retrieved by 
ARMS appeared to be missing an intermediate message between Monica Lewinsky and 
an EOP computer user. While ARMS had no record of this e-mail, Barry and a colleague 
were able to find the e-mail with a manual search of the server. Barry informed his 
superiors of this anomaly, but did not necessarily attribute it to a systemic problem with 
ARMS. 

In late May and early June of 1998, Northrop Grumman contract employees at the 
White House discovered that there was a widespread problem with the ARMS system. 
Barry informed the Committee that he was made aware of the problem in July 1998, and 
began work on it soon thereafter. From July 1998 through 1999, Barry was involved in 
attempting to repair the ARMS system so that it would contain a complete and accurate 
archive of White House e-mails. 

B. Barry’s False Affidavit in the Filegate Lawsuit 

Barry gave a deposition and filed a number of affidavits in Alexander v. FBI , a 
civil lawsuit regarding unauthorized access to FBI files. Barry offered testimony 
regarding the White House computer system generally, and the White House e-mail 
system specifically. On July 9, 1999, Barry filed an affidavit about the White House e- 
mail system in the Alexander case. (Attachment 1.) The purpose of Barry’s affidavit was 
to explain how the White House would conduct the plaintiffs’ request to search for e-mail 
relating to the case. Barry also explained how much that search would cost, and how 
much time it would take. 

Paragraph 4 of Mr. Barry’s affidavit states: 

Since July 14, 1994, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the 
Office of Administration has been archived in the EOP Automated 
Records Management System (ARMS). With this current system, this e- 
mail is susceptible to being word-searched for a single character string 
(e.g. “FBI” or “FBI files”) or a multiple character string (“and” and “or" 
searches) found on any one line of text. 



244 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 3 


Through testimony provided in interviews and hearings, documents, and representations 
made to the Committee by White House Counsel, we have learned that Paragraph 4 is 
utterly false. Furthermore, we have learned that Mr. Barry knew his statement was false 
when he made it, 

1. Barry’s Statement is False 

As indicated above, in May or June of 1998, Northrop Grumman contract 
employees working for the HOP identified a significant problem with the EOP e-mail 
system. Incoming e-mail to a particular server named “Mail2” was not being collected 
and archived for future searches in ARMS. The Northrop Grumman employees were 
tasked with identifying the scope of the problem, and quickly learned that 246,000 e- 
mails on Mail2 as of June 18, 1998, had not been collected and archived in ARMS. This 
number represented approximately one out of every five e-mails on the server as of that 
date. This information was quickly communicated up the White House chain of 
command. By the following day, June 19, 1998, the President’s Deputy Chief of Staff, 
John Podesta, and Counsel to the President, Charles Ruff, had both been briefed on the 
nature and scope of the problem. An initial repair was finished in November 1998, so 
that e-mails from November 1998 forward were captured by ARMS. However, between 
AugustT996 and November 1998, e-mails coming into the Mail2 server from outside the 
White House were not captured by ARMS. This problem has been confirmed in.swom 
testimony by Northrop Grumman and White House employees. 

Mr. Barry’s affidavit contains the statement that “[sjince July 14, 1 994, e-mail 
within the EOP system administered by the Office of Administration has been archived in 
the EOP Automated Records Management System (ARMS).” By the accounts of every 
witness that this Committee has interviewed, including Mr. Barry, and the White House 
itself, this statement is false. The Mail2 error prevented a significant number of e-mails 
from being archived in the ARMS system between August 1996 and November 1998. 1 

2. Barry Knew the Statement was False 

The Committee has also received extensive evidence that Mr. Barry knew that the 
statement in his affidavit was false when he made it. In July 1999, when Mr, Barry filed 
his affidavit, he had known about the e-mail problem for a year. As the manager of the 
ARMS system, Barry was notified that there was a problem with ARMS in July 1998. At 


! Barry may attempt to claim that his affidavit refers only to e-mail between users in the Executive Office 
of the President. Due to the technical nature of the Mail2 error, such e-mail would be captured on the 
ARMS system. However, such a narrow reading of the Barry affidavit is contradicted both by common 
sense, and the facts of the Alexander case. Barry’s statement clearly refers to e-mails held within the EOP 
e-mail system, not e-mails between EOP users. This reading is supported by the context of the affidavit, in 
which Barry discusses the plaintiffs’ request for a search of the e-mails of 30 different EOP staff. The 
plaintiffs' search request was not limited to e-mails between EOP users. Rather, it requested all e-mail on 
the relevant subject matter, regardless of the source. Furthermore, if the language in the affidavit was 
chosen intentionally to mislead, it raises significant questions about the state of mind of the attorneys 
involved in the drafting process. 
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the Committee’s hearing on March 23, 2000, Barry testified he was informed of the 
problem in July 1998, and that after that point, he attended technical meetings in the 
summer of 1 998 and discussed in great detail the nature and scope of the problem. 

There is also extensive documentary evidence that Mr. Barry was aware of the 
ARMS problem beginning in the summer of 1998. Barry drafted many e-mails and 
reports about his work on the Mail2 problem, indicating that he was aware that there were 
a number of e-mails that were not archived in the ARMS system: 

• On July 24, 1998, he wrote, “I continue to be involved in discussions regarding 
the Mail2 problem, but there has been no movement thus far on correcting the 
problems or getting the data over to ARMS.” (Attachment 2.) 

• On August 13, 1998, he wrote, “I am very concerned about several aspects of this 
problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement underway to fix the problem 
and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy Golas 
and John Spriggs or Bob Haas, they tell me that there is no movement on this 
project from their side and the last activity was the meeting that we had with 
Betty before she left on 7/28.” In the same e-mail he wrote, “I feel the records 
must be recreated, and any searches need to be re-performed if the requestors feel 
it is necessary. This seems like a daunting proposition, but 1 do not see any other 
alternative. (Attachment 3.) 

Therefore, when Mr. Barry submitted his affidavit in the Alexander case on July 
9, 1999, he had been aware of the Mail2 problem for a year. He had been working on the 
problem, and had specific and detailed knowledge of the fact that there was a large 
number of e-mails that were not being archived within ARMS, Therefore, when Barry 
stated in his affidavit that “fsjince July 14, 1994, e-mail within the EOP system 
administered by the Office of Administration has been archived in the EOP Automated 
Records Management System (ARMS),” he was aware that the statement was false and 
misleading. 

C, Role of the Justice Department and the White House Counsel’s Office 

Mr. Barry was represented by the Justice Department and White House Counsel’s 
office during the course of the Alexander case. It is my understanding that lawyers from 
the Justice Department and the White House Counsel’s Office drafted Mr, Barry’s 
affidavit. At the time, the Justice Department and the White House Counsel were 
apparently aware of the White House e-mail problems. Yet, they prepared an affidavit 
that was false, allowed Barry to sign that affidavit, and then filed it in federal court. The 
conduct of the lawyers from the Justice Department and White House raises a real 
question as to whether those individuals were involved in a criminal conspiracy to 
obsttuct justice and commit peijury. Any peijury investigation of Mr. Barry should 
therefore include a thorough examination of possible peijury and obstruction of justice 
charges against the Justice Department and White House lawyers involved in preparing 
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Mr. Barry’s affidavit. Clearly, the Justice Department has a conflict of interest if it 
attempts to investigate these charges. Therefore, I will repeat my call for you to appoint a 
special counsel to investigate these charges against Mr. Barry, as well as the entire e-mail 
problem. 

Conclusion 

You have received repeated criticism for your handling of the campaign finance 
investigation. For more than three years, you have insisted that you can carry out a 
thorough and competent investigation of your direct superior and your own political 
party. However, the facts have shown otherwise, as the campaign fundraising 
investigation is widely regarded as a massive failure. The allegations of obstruction of 
justice relating to the White House e-mail problem present yet another clear case for the 
appointment of a special counsel. 

In this case, your obligation to appoint a special counsel is obvious. As I pointed 
out earlier this week. Justice Department lawyers representing the White House have 
been attempting to prevent the discovery of these e-mails for almost two years. Now, 
these allegations against Mr. Barry raise the possibility that lawyers from the Justice 
Department and White House Counsel’s Office conspired to present false testimony to a 
federal court. The Justice Department cannot investigate these allegations against itself. 
To attempt to do so would cripple the investigation, and continue to erode the little 
remaining trust that the Congress and the public have in you and the Department of 
Justice. 


- — Sincerely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Royce C. Lamberth, United States District Judge 

Independent Counsel Robert Ray 
Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 
Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz 
Independent Counsel David Barrett 
Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 
Independent Counsel Curtis Von Kann 
Senator John Danforth 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


CARA LESLIE ALEXANDER, s£ gL 
Plaintiffs, 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION, stsL 

Defcadaois- 


) 

) 

) 

> 

> 

> 

) Civil Action Nos. 

) 96-2123*7-1288 (RCL) 

) 

) 

) CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS 

) 

) 

J 


nErT.ARATION OF DANIEL A- BARRY 


I, Daniel A. Barry, for my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, depose and stale as 


follows: 


1. My name is Daniel A- Barry. I am employed as a Computer Specialist by die 
Executive Office of tire President C*EOP“), Office of Administration. Info r m atio n Systems & 
Technology Division (’TS&T'T. I have held this position since June 1992. My enrrent 
responsibilities include electronic records manageraenf projects and EOP's Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS). Previously, ray responsibilities included maintenance and 
implementation of EOP's farmer electronic mail ("a^saiT) system, AIX-IN-I. 

2. Ipreviously provided declarations in this litigation dared March 4, 1998, and March 
30, 1998. and testified at a deposition on June II, 1998, 

3. 1 have personal knowledge of tire matters attested to herein. 

4. Since July 1 4, 1 99 4, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the Office of 


attacbheht i 
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Admiaistratio a has been archived in the HOP Alternated Records Management System (ARMS). 
With this current system, this e-mail is susceptible to being ward-searched for a single character 
string (e.g_, "FBr or "FBI files") or a multiple character string fand" and "or" searches) found 
on my one line of text 

5, There is an ongoing restoration and reconstruction process for badeed-up, pre-July 
1 4, 1 994 e-mail. That process, which I described in my March 4, 1 998 declaration, is nearly 
complete. Backed-up e-mail for all months between November 1992 and July 1994 has now 
been restored and reconstructed, with the exception of backed-up e-mail for the months of 
February 1993, and March 1993. Restoration and reconstruction of backed-up e-mail for the 
months of February 1993 and March 1 993 is expected to be complete by mid-August 1 999- As a 
result of the restoration process, pie- July 14, 1994 e-mail can be searched in same manner as 
described in paragraph 4, above. 

6. I have reviewed the request of plaintife for a search of e-mail (attached). That 
request lists 30 individuals whose e mail should be searched, as well as "ail past and present 
members of Mrs. Clinton's s taff, and ah those who worked at die OPS during the Clinton 
Administration- * It further requests that all such e-mail be searched for 36 listed words and 
phrases. 

7. As explained below, I have estimated foe time and cost involved in accomplishing 
the search proposed by plaintiffs of e-mail that is now searchable on-line for all foe months 
bervwtm January 1993 and June 1999 as $687,180, 702 hours of personnel time, and 1092 
computer processing ("central processing uraf* or "CPU 7 *) hours. 

8. In arriving at this estimate, I have made certain assumptions: (I) that only records of 
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the Whiri! House Office will be searched; (2) that I would be provided a list of "all past arid 
present members of Mrs. Clinton's staff, and all those who woriced atthe OPS duringthe Clinton 
Administration," and that the list of such names would be no more than 10 individuals; and (3) 
that plaintiffs' list of individuals means a search of all e-mail sent to or Son such individuals 
(including "cc:" and "bee:"). 

9. In order to conduct the search requested by plaiafiSs, a computer specialist would 
spend approximately four hours setting up the search request. For the purposes of conducting o- 
rnail searches, our office typically estimates that an hour of a specialists time costs $40. 
Accordingly, the cost of the initial set-up would be approximately $160. 

10. Alter the initial set-up, the search would involve several steps. The estimated cost 
and time for searching the e-mail from a single monlh are described below. The actual costs will 
vary depending on the volume of e-mail retrieved, as well a a the volume of e-mail in a given 
month. 

(a) A computer specialist would search the email for the 36 words and phrases listed: by 
p lain tiffs A search for foe 36 words and phrases proposed by plaintiffs would take 
approximately four (4) CPU hours. For the purpose of conducting e-mail searches, our office 
typically estimates that one CPU hour costs $600. Accordingly, the estimated cost of such 
computer usage for searching the words and phrases requested would be approximately J2400. 

(b) A computer specialist would then set-up the oca phase of the search by indjvidual- 
Tbis set-up for the next phase would take approximately one (1 ) hour of a specialist's time, and 
cost $40. This is in addition to the initial set-up time described in paragraph S, 

(e) A computer, specialist would then search the e-mail recovered from the first step (of 
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the 36 words and phrases) for all e-mail to and fern the approximately forty individuals 
identifier;. This step would take approximately 10 CPU hours and cost approximately S6000. 

(d) Lastly, the results would be primed. Since the proposed search includes such common, 
warns as "update" and "Clinton," I would anticipate that a significant amount of e-mail would be 
recovered and printed. Although the actual cost will vary depending on the volume of e-mail 
retrieved and the volume of e-mail in a given month, I estimate that it would take approximately 
eight (8) hours and S320 to print the results, yielding approximately 44,000 pages or 8 boxes. 

11. In addition, I estimate the miscellaneous costs of doing such a search — e.g„ the 
paper, ink, etc. - as appro ximately S50. 

12. Aside from the initial fixed set-up costs, the above estimates of S881Q and nine (9) 
hoars and 14 CPU hours ere for searching the e-maii of a single month. That estimate would 
need to be multiplied by 78 if all e-mail for the months of January 1 993 through June 1 999 were 
searched. Accordingly, the estimated total cost if all e-mail for January 1 993 through June 1 999 
wars searched for the terms and individuals proposed by plaintiffs would be J687, 180, 702 hours 
of personnel time, and 1092 CPU bouts. 

13. The two types of tape drives used to read the IBM 3480 cartridge tapc3 are (1) 

Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TA9QE, and (2) Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TKZ&l. 

I declare under penalty of peijury that the foregoing is true and correct 
Executed on f of "Tvct—A^, 1999. 

J ^ 

Daniel A. Barry ^ 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/24/98 12:18:31 PM 



Record Type: Reoord 


To: 


James B. Wrignti 


Subject Weekly for 7/24/98 
E-mail reconstruction activity 

• 1 attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

• i was informed this week that a problem had been uncovered in the process the reconstructs the 
pager data. The problem caused valid pager messages to appear as duplicates and therefore not get 
processed. The problem has now been fixed for the current and future processs cycles but will have 
to be fixed for process cydes 1-9 (The previously delivered cydes). This problem will be correded 
when the delivered tapes are cut to resolve the other two problems uncovered after production began 
(Truncation and incorrect file structure on anomaly records) 

• I have received a goods and services request covering the purchase of new disks. I will review this 
next week and decide how to proceed, "these disks will be needed prior to commendng the Daily 
tapes and they will allow more effident processing if we purchase them sooner. 

ARMS activity 

• | coordinated the completion of 2 searches this week. One was a FOIA for CEO records and the 
other was for WHO records. 

• I spent a lot of time this week (10 hours) nursing both the tape processing for ARMS as well as the 
regulare records processing through their respective stages. The communications between the 
NOTES data and the ARMS system failed last week and the backup caused severe delays in 
processing that spilled over into this week. There also seems to have been an increase in traffic 
which further exarcebated the situation, t wll continue to monitor the process so that it does not fall 
behind again. 

• I have been contacted by WHO counsel (Kart Radne and Dimitri Nionakis) regarding two separate 
Search requests. I have only received 1 of them thus far and I will try to get H running over the 
weekend. 

FAMCO Contract 

• I attended a meeting with the NG prpjecl manager and the COTR in preparation for my rote next week 
as acting COTR. 

Additional activities 

• I continue to be involved in discussions regarding the MAIL2 problem but there has been no 
movement thus far on correcting the problem or gelling the data over to ARMS. The plan for fixing 
the problem has been submitted. 

Planned Activities for next week: 
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I will be acting COTR for the NG contract next week. 
I plan on getting the 2 search requests under way. 


E 0930 
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James 8. Wright 
08/13/98 07:37:13 AM 


Record Type; Record 


To: • Daniel A. Bany/OA/EOP 
cc: Kathleen K. Gallant/OA/EOP 

bcc: Records Management 

Subject: Re: Concerns 

Tony there as been some movement to get this back on the movement track. Kathy informed me 
yesterday that Paulette briefed Jim Welsh of NG that he can now proceed with developing a plan to get 
this effort going. 

Certainly the Data Center and the Records Team has been left out of this matter and the result could be a 
great deal of work put upon us later. 

I would suggest that we setup a meeting with Jim Welsh and see if we can find out his anticipated time 
schedule and general direction. 

If you do not know him we should go over and introduce you to him today. 

1 win see if he is in today and set something up. 

Is there anything else I should do in the short term? 

Jim 

DANIEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

08/13/98 07:21:01 AM 



Record Type: Record 

To: James 8. Wright/OA/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Concerns 
Jim; 

This is a followup to our discussions on Tuesday regarding "the mail2 problem" or project X. 

I am concerned about several aspects of this problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement under 
way to fix the problem and recover the tost records from the backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy, John or 
Bob they tell me that there is no movement on this project from their side and the last activity was the 
meeting we had with Betty before she left (7/28). 
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Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on the VAX 
side. 

The only people 1 have had contact with on this project are You.Cathy, Betty, Sandy.Bob and John, f have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and 1 am not at all dear what my role should be. t feet that 
the records must be recreated and any searches need to be reperformed if the requestors feel it is 
necessary... This seems like a daunting proposition but I do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally, I feel that I can not walk away from this problem because any work that wilt be done to 
recover the records will directly impact ARMS and searching... also, as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of the affected accounts could be moved to another server (Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing the impact) This would cause records Jo flood into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appciogize for the rambling nature of this memo but f hope it captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 

Later... Tony 


E 1001 
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Mr. Burton. I now recognize Mr. Waxman for his opening state- 
ment. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I want to welcome Beth Nolan and 
Robert Raben to today’s hearing, and I am looking forward to hear- 
ing their testimony. 

Last week’s hearing was instructive. We learned that no one in 
the White House had any role in developing the message retrieval 
system. We also learned that no one in the White House asked that 
any e-mail messages be excluded from the system. And that before 
June 1998, no senior officials in the White House even knew that 
some e-mail messages were being excluded from the retrieval sys- 
tem. 

By June 1998, however, senior White House officials were in- 
formed that a computer glitch existed. It is important for Ms. 
Nolan to provide information on how senior officials reacted to this 
information. Did anyone at the White House try to keep any infor- 
mation from investigators or was there simply a misunderstanding 
between computer technicians and White House lawyers? Delib- 
erate concealment would seem to be a case of obstruction of justice. 
Honest confusion, on the other hand, would be regrettable but un- 
derstandable. Until we know the facts, we should be careful about 
making unsubstantiated allegations. 

There is, unfortunately, already a need to clarify several impor- 
tant points. During last week’s hearing, a significant amount of 
time was focused on the question of whether Northrop Grumman 
employees were threatened with jail. Mrs. Callahan denied ever 
making the threat. 

But let’s put that denial aside for the moment. Let’s just look at 
the testimony of the five employees. 

Mr. Haas, who seemed credible to me, clearly believed he had 
been threatened with jail by Mrs. Callahan. He told us that, in a 
meeting with Mrs. Callahan and his four coworkers, he flippantly 
asked what would happen if he discussed the computer glitch with 
others. He remembers Mrs. Callahan warning him that, “there 
would be a jail cell with his name on it.” 

Betty Lambuth agreed with Mr. Haas’s recollection and added 
that in a second meeting she had with Mark Lindsay and Paulette 
Cichon a second threat by Mr. Lindsay was made. 

Sandra Golas initially testified that, while she remembered the 
word jail being used in the meeting, she couldn’t remember who 
said it. But she later said she did feel threatened and thought jail 
was a real possibility. 

Yiman Salim and John Spriggs, both of whom were in the meet- 
ing and both of whom seemed credible, have no memory of jail ever 
being discussed. Miss Salim testified that she never felt threat- 
ened, and both said they believe Mrs. Callahan acted reasonably 
under the circumstances. As I said, I am putting aside Mrs. Cal- 
lahan’s denial regarding the threat. 

In reviewing last week’s testimony of just the five Northrop 
Grumman employees, I am not comfortable in reaching any conclu- 
sion on whether a threat was made. There is a very real conflict 
between credible witnesses — Mr. Haas, Ms. Salim, Mr. Spriggs — 
that I think it makes it irresponsible to issue final judgments about 
what happened. 
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Miss Lambuth also testified that in a second meeting with Mark 
Lindsay and Paulette Cichon Mr. Lindsay told her that if she dis- 
cussed the e-mail problem with anyone, she would lose her job and 
be arrested. But I have a signed statement from Ms. Cichon who 
was in that meeting, and Ms. Cichon says that never happened. 

In fact, Ms. Cichon says that, “at no time during this meeting did 
I perceive Mark threaten Betty or myself. At no time was a threat 
of jail mentioned or any other threat. If any threat were made, I 
would have certainly remembered it, and I would have taken the 
appropriate action in response.” 

I should point out that Ms. Cichon has spent almost all of her 
career in the private sector and no longer works in the White 
House. 

Well, also at last week’s hearing Miss Lambuth testified that the 
missing e-mails contained information relating to the FBI files, 
Monica Lewinsky and the campaign finance investigation. How did 
she know that? Well, she said she was told this by Bob Haas. But 
Mr. Haas, who was at the table, was asked whether he said that, 
and he said he didn’t. And I want to show a tape about what they 
said. 

[Videotape played.] 

Mr. Waxman. Well, I am not finished, Mr. Chairman. I do want 
to complete my statement. 

I wanted to show that videotape because we had a clear con- 
tradiction in testimony. In fact, we had a clear contradiction in tes- 
timony with Miss Lambuth on three separate issues where she tes- 
tified one way and others testified that she was wrong. 

She said that she knew the content of these e-mails, and she said 
she knew them because of Mr. Haas. Mr. Haas said that he never 
told her. 

She said that Mr. Hawkins had one version of her employment 
status. Mr. Hawkins denied that. 

And we also have this contradiction now today with Miss Cichon 
making a statement about how she was wrong about saying there 
were second threats. 

The point I am making is we have a conflict in testimony. And 
I was struck by the fact the chairman has asked for a criminal in- 
dictment against Mr. Barry for his statements which didn’t go as 
far as one would have wanted him to go in describing the 1994 re- 
construction status of the ARMS system. 

But I looked at his affidavit, and I think if you look at it in con- 
text, it seems to me to say that there ought to be a referral of 
criminal charges for that affidavit is not a level way to treat wit- 
nesses who may have said things that may have been false. State- 
ments are often false. Whether they are intentionally false is an- 
other issue. 

And I would be shocked if the chairman would say that Miss 
Lambuth ought to have a criminal prosecution against her false 
statements made to us. If we are going to accuse people of crimes, 
do it for everybody who says something false, not just those who 
don’t say things that fit in with the theory that we want to ad- 
vance. 

Yesterday, there was a front-page news story that claimed that 
the White House withheld the Monica Lewinsky e-mails that were 
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discovered in 1998. I believe that story is likely wrong. When Mr. 
Haas discovered the missing e-mails in 1998, they were compared 
to the e-mails that had already been given to the independent 
counsel. It is my understanding that the comparison indicated that 
what was discovered had previously been provided to Mr. Starr. 
Well, good investigators find the facts first and reach conclusions 
later. That should be our standard, and it should be our objective 
today. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask unanimous consent to put the state- 
ment by Paulette Cichon in the record. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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TRANSCRIPTION OF MARCH 29, 2000, HANDWRITTEN STATEMENT OF 
PAULETTE CICHON 

1 . I, Paulette Cichon, was employed at the Executive Office of the President, Office of 
Administration, from approximately Oct, 1997 to Sept, 1998. 

2. My position was Deputy Director, Information Management, at the Office of 
Administration, reporting to Ada Posey. 

3 . On or about late May or June in 1 998, 1 had a meeting with Mark Lindsay where I was 
informed by Mark of a situation where e-mails were not being properly stored in the 
ARMS system. He asked me to meet with Betty Lambuth to understand technically the 
scope of the problem. 

4. Shortly thereafter, probably within a day, I met with Betty to understand the situation 
Mark + I had discussed. During that meeting, Betty was apprehensive or uncomfortable 
about discussing the situation with me. She asked me if we could bring Mark into the 
meeting to determine if it was permissable for her to talk me. I asked Mark to join the 
meeting, and explained the difficulty. He joined us, and said it was appropriate for Betty 
to continue the discussion and fully inform me of the situation. Mark stayed for a short 
period of time, and Betty + 1 concluded the meeting. Betty + 1 discussed the technical 
nature of the e-mail situation such that I could understand what needed to be done. 

5. At no time during this meeting did I perceive Mark threatening Betty or myself. At no 
time was a threat of jail mentioned or any other threat. If any threat were made I would 
have certainly remembered it and would have taken the appropriate action in response. I 
did not take part in any other meetings or conversations at which Mark or anyone else 
made any threats. 

6 . 1 was aware from Mark Lindsay of the sensitive nature of the situation. 1 felt this was a 
reasonable concern because we did not have all the required facts and did not as yet fully 
understand the scope of the problem. By informing me of the situation, Mark understood 
1 would have to involve the entire IT organization in determining a solution. 

7. After the meeting, I assigned the task to my IT deputy to understand the scope and nature 
of this problem. From the time that the project was assigned, it was diligently being 
worked. At the time of my departure in September, the issue was not resolved due to 
funding and contractual problems. 

8. I make this statement freely and based on my best recollection at this time. 

Paulette Cichon 

March 29, 2000 

Witnessed by John R. Tolle 
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Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

Does that conclude your opening remarks? 

Mr. Waxman. That concludes my opening comments. 

Mr. Burton. We will now welcome our panel to the witness 
table: Beth Nolan and Robert Raben. I got that right. 

Please stand and raise your right hands, please. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Be seated. Thank you. 

Ms. Nolan, you’re now recognized, if you so desire, to make an 
opening statement. 

STATEMENTS OF BETH NOLAN, COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT; 

AND ROBERT RABEN, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL FOR 

LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

Ms. Nolan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Waxman, members of the commit- 
tee, my name is Beth Nolan. I am counsel to the President of the 
United States. I have held this position since September 1999. I ap- 
pear today to address the e-mail system used by the Executive Of- 
fice of the President. 

As you know, last Thursday, I submitted a written statement in 
anticipation of my scheduled appearance for that day. I ask that 
it be made part of the record. 

As I explained in that statement, my staff and I have devoted a 
large part of the past several weeks trying to understand these 
issues, in gathering information to help us understand the matter 
and how to address it. We have been learning additional informa- 
tion about these matters almost every day. 

Although the new information assists us in better understanding 
the problem, it can alter previous assumptions, determinations and 
conclusions. Therefore, although we have learned more about this 
matter over the past several weeks, we are still reviewing issues, 
exploring certain remedies, and probing some outstanding ques- 
tions. 

For these reasons, I want to emphasize that my testimony today 
is based on my current understanding of the information that we 
have gathered in the course of our initial review. As our review 
progresses to completion, we will likely uncover information that 
alters or amends these preliminary conclusions. Indeed, in 1 week 
I have learned additional information since I submitted my state- 
ment, and I want to update that statement as follows. 

First, the Office of Administration has informed me that it has 
contracted with a private entity to provide the technical expertise 
and resources necessary to restore the back-up tapes to an easily 
searchable form. The contractor’s preliminary estimate — and I 
want to emphasize preliminary because these estimates are subject 
to amendment as the process proceeds and the contractor learns 
new information — the preliminary estimate suggests that the req- 
uisite equipment and other resources for the project will be in 
place, tested, and ready to go in approximately 70 days. We antici- 
pate conducting the restoration in batches so that we can have a 
rolling production. The contractor estimates that this part will be 
completed in about 170 days from the beginning of the project. In 
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other words, if what — if these initial estimates hold up, we could 
have the back-up tapes searched within 6 months. 

Finally, the contract also calls for independent validation and 
verification, which means that a completely different private con- 
tractor will come in and certify that this project is proceeding in 
a timely and cost-effective manner. 

Second, I would like to address media reports yesterday of a so- 
called zip disk and the suggestion that the disk contains previously 
undisclosed e-mail messages. Those reports were confusing and 
misleading. 

As Northrop Grumman employee Robert Haas told the commit- 
tee last week, in June 1998, he conducted a search of e-mail ac- 
counts for Lewinsky-related materials. Mr. Haas gave the results 
of that search to his superiors who ultimately turned them over to 
the White House counsel’s office which determined that these e- 
mails were duplicative of ones that had already been produced. At 
the same time, Mr. Haas saved the results of his search on a file 
of the F drive of his computer. The zip disk, which, as I understand 
it, is a computer disk and able to hold more information than a reg- 
ular diskette, referenced in yesterday’s press is simply a copy of the 
file maintained on Mr. Haas’s computer. The data on the disk was 
neither newly discovered nor previously undisclosed. 

Third, last week I stated that I instructed Security Officer 
Charles Easley to conduct a review of the allegations of threats. In 
light of the Department of Justice’s announcement that the Cam- 
paign Finance Task Force will be conducting a criminal investiga- 
tion of this matter, I have instructed Security Officer Easley to 
postpone any review of this matter until further notice so that we 
can ensure that we do not interfere with that investigation. 

Fourth, I stated last week that there were approximately 550 
back-up tapes from the Office of the Vice President. Security Offi- 
cer Easley has indexed the OVP back-up tapes from IS&T, and I 
am informed now that the total number of OVP tapes is approxi- 
mately 625. 

Fifth, I stated last week that 28 other accounts within the Office 
of the Vice President have not been managed by ARMS, the Auto- 
mated Records Management System. We now believe that there 
were only 24 such accounts, all but three of which were created be- 
fore 1997. 

Since last week, IS&T has ensured that all 24 accounts, includ- 
ing the Vice President’s, are now being ARMS managed. 

Finally, IS&T has not yet been able to correct the problem that 
incoming e-mail to the OVP is not being captured by ARMS. So I 
want to make clear that the accounts are all being ARMS managed 
for e-mail being created in the Office of the Vice President, but in- 
coming e-mail is not being ARMS managed. They are working to 
make that happen as quickly as possible. In the meantime, the 
counsel to the Vice President has instructed OVP staff to retain in- 
coming e-mails other than purely personal e-mail on their servers, 
their individual servers. 

I now want to emphasize the following points. 12 IThe computer 
glitches that occurred with the Mail2 and letter D problems are the 
result of unintentional human error associated with an extraor- 
dinary electronic records archiving system. No one attempted to 
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hide responsive information from this committee or from any other 
investigative body. The EOP has produced or identified to this com- 
mittee all responsive information that it located, including over 
7,700 pages of e-mail records in the campaign finance investigation 
alone. 

Until recently, the counsel’s office was not aware of the scope 
and nature of these errors. In June 1998, the counsel’s office 
thought the error was isolated to one search and had subsequently 
been fixed. That is, the counsel’s office knew about a possible prob- 
lem but not the problems that we now are talking about and un- 
derstand. The counsel’s office had no reason to believe that this 
error had any effect on its searches. Had it thought otherwise, it 
would have addressed the problem. 

The back-up tapes of e-mail records are secure. As I mentioned 
earlier, we have already begun the process that will enable us to 
search these records, and we will do so as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Chairman thank you for the opportunity to address this com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Ms. Nolan. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Nolan follows:] 
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STATEMENT OF BETH NOLAN 
COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

Before the 

House Committee on Government Reform 
March 23, 2000 


I. Introduction 

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Waxman, and members of the Committee. My name is 
Beth Nolan. I am Counsel to the President of the United States. I have held this position since 
September 1999. I appear today to address the e-mail system used by the Executive Office of the 
President. 

As you know, this matter involves complex technical issues. Of course, my staff and I 
are lawyers with laypersons’ understanding of the technical complexities of electronic messaging 
and archiving. Accordingly, we have devoted a large part of the past several weeks trying to 
understand these issues and gathering information to help us understand the matter and how to 
address it. In the relatively short time that we have spent examining this matter, I have come to 
appreciate the challenges that these computer errors present. We have been learning additional 
information about these matters almost every day. Although the new information assists us in 
better understanding the problem, it can also alter previous assumptions, determinations, and 
conclusions. Therefore, although we have learned more about this matter over the past several 
weeks, we are still reviewing issues, exploring certain remedies, and probing some outstanding 
questions. For these reasons, I want to emphasize that my testimony today is based upon my 
current understanding of the information that we have gathered in the course of our initial 
review. Indeed, I have learned additional information since my letter to the Chairman, let" flu:’: •• 
week ago. Where this statement differs from last week's letter, it reflects changes in my 
understanding of this matter. As our review progresses to completion, we may likely uncover 
information that alters or amends these preliminary findings. The Committee will be notified of 
significant changes. 

From the outset, I want to convey two important determinations we have made from our 
initial review. First, we have found no evidence that anyone in the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) attempted to withhold or hide responsive e-mail records — from this Committee 
or any other investigative body. We have produced or identified to the Committee all responsive 
materials located. Indeed — to use just one investigation as an example — I understand that itic 
EOP searched for and produced to this Committee alone approximately 7700 pages of e-mail 
records related to campaign finance matters. Second, to my knowledge, no one in die Counsel's 
Office — or the White House Office for that matter — was advised of allegations of threats 
surrounding this matter. 


1 
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1 now want to provide a brief overview of my statement today. I will begin by describing 
the EOP computer system. Second, I will explain our current understanding of the technical 
configuration errors that we have discovered with the e-mail archiving system used for the EOP. 
Third, I will describe how the White House Counsel's Office learned about these errors and what 
we have done to notify investigative bodies. Finally, 1 will address the steps we are currently 
taking to address the issues arising from these technical configuration errors. 

II. Computer System for EOP E-mail Records 

Before explaining the nature of the configuration errors affecting certain incoming e-mail 
records being captured by the Automated Records Management System (ARMS), I want to 
describe briefly how the Office of Administration's (OA) computer records management system 
for the EOP is designed to work for e-mail records. Whenever an e-mail is sent from a user 
within the EOP, that e-mail is read and stored on a server. The e-mail does not technically reside 
on the individual user's personal computer (PC), but on the server. As long as the user retains 
the e-mail on her PC, it remains on the server. Conversely, by deleting an e-mail, the user 
deletes it from the server as well as the PC. Because many individual users delete e-mail daily 
(and indeed users must delete some e-mails because the server does not have the capacity to hold 
all e-mails), the server is not a complete and accurate repository of e-mails sent to and from the 
EOP. 


ARMS is a management system that was installed following the Armstrong case. It is 
designed to capture e-mail records sent from or to EOP user accounts that it manages. I'll refer 
to these accounts as “ARMS-managed accounts." ARMS is the first keyword searchable e-mail 
records archive maintained by the EOP. Please note, however, that archiving e-mail records is a 
relatively novel concept. 1 am told that the ARMS system had to be custom built bccaus. 
time no appropriate system was commercially available. As far as we are aware, no other 
government entity — including Congress — maintains a similar on-line archival system. 

E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts are automatically recorded by ARMS as 
the user sends them. In addition, several times a minute, generally, ARMS scans the server gr-d 
captures unrecorded e-mails residing on the server at the moment of scanning. To avoid 
repeatedly scanning an e-mail that continues to reside on the server over a period of time, once 
ARMS records an e-mail, it is coded so that ARMS will not needlessly scan it again. 

As the Committee is aware, ARMS was put in place in July 1994 and has managed e- 
mail records for most EOP offices since that time. Charles Ruff, then Counsel to the President, 
explained to the Committee in an October 1 997 letter that ARMS was also managing 
reconstructed e-mail records for the period January 1993 through July 1994 as they were 
reconstructed, a process that was then ongoing. Reconstruction of these records was completed 
in 1999. 

Searches of ARMS records supplement the searches performed by individual users in 
response to subpoena requests. When responding to subpoena requests, the Counsel's Office 
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instructs individuals within the relevant EOP offices to search for responsive materials. This 
directive explicitly states that each individual should search computer records as well as hard 
copies. The head of each EOP office is also directed to certify that the individuals within the 
office have conducted a search of their files and the office's files, and have provided any 
potentially responsive materials to the White House Counsel's Office. In addition to these 
individual searches. Information System and Technology (IS&T) personnel, at the Counsel's 
Office direction, perform a computerized search of ARMS. IS&T staff work with White House 
Counsel's Office staff to identify keyword terms to use in searching ARMS records. As we have 
previously explained to your staff, because we use search terms, we cannot guarantee that every 
responsive e-mail is located. Nevertheless, we usually err on the side of using broad search 
terms, which sometimes yield large amounts of nonresponsive materials. 

These computerized searches are extremely time-consuming and costly. A search can 
take several days to complete, depending upon the number of offices and time period covered. 
Once a search is complete, it can take up to several days to print the search results. In addition, 
the Counsel's Office must manually review the printed search results for responsiveness. Indeed, 
on many occasions our staff has waded through thousands of pages of nonresponsive materials to 
locate the few responsive ones. 

The only other electronic records of the server consist of tapes made periodically when 
the server is "backed up." The practice of backing up the server was not begun to facilitate 
searches but rather to permit IS&T personnel to recover certain files in the event of a system 
"crash." They are created periodically (generally daily, I am advised) and take a "snapshot" of 
whatever exists on the server at the current time. For example, if an e-mail were sent by an EOP 
user and then deleted between backups, it would not be captured on a backup tape but it should 
be captured by ARMS. Backup tapes are thus an inaccurate and incomplete compilation of what 
is on the system and serve as a last resort in cases of a system failure. At times when there has 
been a shortage of backup tapes, I am told that they have been reused. The backup tape:? ?c° no* 
a part of ARMS, and are not easily searchable. For these reasons, the EOP does not search 
backup tapes when responding to subpoena requests. 

III. Configuration Errors Affecting ARMS 

Mr. Chairman, I now want to focus on two configuration errors that have affected ARMS 
management of e-mail records. 

ARMS, like all computer records management systems, is susceptible to problems, 
software programming errors, and "glitches" that are not easily detectable. Even when they are 
discovered, however, the nature, scope, and cause of the problems, as well as their effect on the 
system and users, may be difficult to ascertain. 

Although ARMS was intended to record all e-mails sent through the EOP e-mail network 
(currently the Lotus Notes system), two separate configuration errors have occurred which 
prevented certain incoming e-mails sent to ARMS-managed accounts from being recorded in 
ARMS for a period of time. In addition, as I will discuss later, in the course of examining this 
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problem I learned that e-mail records from the Office of the Vice President have not been fully 
managed by ARMS. 

A. "MAIL2" Error 

The first error, referred to as the "MAIL2" error, apparently occurred in August 1996, 
when IS&T and its outside contractor, PRC Litton, were performing routine maintenance to 
improve the system's performance. As part of the process, individual user accounts within the 
White House Office (WHO), and some accounts within OA and the Office of Policy 
Development (OPD), were moved to a new server, called "Mail2." During this process, "Mail2" 
accounts were apparently mistakenly coded by computer technicians as "MAIL2," using all 
upper case letters, instead of "Mail2." The ARMS scanning process is case sensitive when 
identifying servers and did not recognize "MAIL2." Because ARMS did not recognize 
"MAIL2," the ARMS scanning process did not capture incoming e-mails (i.e., e-mails sent from 
non-ARMS managed accounts to ARMS-managed accounts) for these affected accounts. 

In January 1998, Daniel Barry, IS&T Records Projects Computer Specialist, was 
performing a keyword search of ARMS in response to a subpoena request and noticed a possible 
anomaly within ARMS. Mr. Barry found that on a particular day there were outgoing e-mails 
from an EOP user who seemed to be exchanging e-mails with an outside person, but there were 
no corresponding incoming e-mails. Thus, it appeared to him that some incoming e-mails might 
be missing from ARMS. Mr. Barry, with the assistance of John Spriggs, the IS&T e-mail 
contract administrator and an employee of outside contractor Northrop Grumman (N-G), 
examined the log of the FIREWALL system, through which e-mail created outside the EOP 
passes and is screened to ensure that messages do not include viruses. They determined that on 
the day in question, the EOP user had actually sent the outside person seven e-mails, while the 
outside person had sent the EOP user six incoming e-mails. I am informed that, at that time, Mr. 
Barry was unsure whether this was an isolated incident for this particular user on this particular 
day or whether it was a broader undetected systemic error. Indeed, minor glitches or "hiccups” 
are common to IS&T systems, as they are to all computer systems, and small pieces of data are 
often not easily retrievable as a result. Mr. Barry nonetheless notified his superiors and 
documented his finding. 

The full scope of the error causing the anomaly Mr. Barry noted was not understood until 
May or June 1998, when on-site N-G employees discovered on the server certain incoming e- 
mail messages that were coded as "unrecorded," signifying that the ARMS scanning process was 
not picking up these messages. The contractor notified IS&T personnel, who gathered a group 
of employees to investigate and repair the problem. 

N-G technical personnel working with IS&T staff discovered that the problem was due to 
miscoding "Mail2" as "MAIL2.” I have been advised by OA that the miscoding affected 
approximately 526 ARMS-managed accounts from the following EOP offices: 
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1 . WHO (464 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (58 accounts) 

3. O A (4 accounts) 

As a result, certain incoming e-mail that these users had received since August 1 996 had 
not been recorded by ARMS. As noted previously, the problem did not cover any e-mails 
generated by ARMS-managed accounts. Moreover, it would not have prevented a recording of 
the incoming e-mail if the affected EOP user forwarded it or replied to it "with history" ( i.e ., 
sending back the original e-mail). Additionally, incoming e-mail messages maintained on an 
individual user's PCs would also remain on the user's server space, and therefore would be 
subject to individual EOP user searches, as long as the individual recipient remained at the EOP 
and had not deleted the messages. 

By November 1998, the N-G and IS&T personnel had corrected the problem 
prospectively so that all future incoming e-mail to the affected users would be stored in ARMS. 
Thus, this configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts for the period August 
1996 through November 1998. Although the "MAIL2" error occurred in August 1996, some of 
these accounts were created well after that date. Thus, for example, a "Mail2" account that was 
created in June 1997 apparently would have been affected from that date forward. IS&T 
personnel also created backup tapes of the server to preserve the unrecorded e-mail existing on it 
as of November 20, 1998. By backing up the entire server, IS&T also necessarily captured word 
processing documents, rolodex files, and recorded e-mail records that also existed on the server 
at that time. After the prospective correction, ARMS resumed managing incoming e-mails and 
the creation of backup tapes of the server continued. 

OA then requested that N-G provide an estimate for studying the time and cost involved 
in restoring these e-mails to ARMS. In October 1998, N-G estimated that a feasibility study 
alone would cost about $600,000. OA informs us that, concurrent with the ;t:: limine: y 
assessment of the costs to study the problem, OA was faced with the massive task of Y2K 
compliance of its entire system, including its mail systems. This task consumed IS&T resources 
throughout the remainder of 1998 and 1999. 

B. ’’Letter D" Error 

A second configuration error, referred to as the "Letter D" error, was discovered in April 
1999, when N-G technical personnel were testing the process in which ARMS interacts with the 
Lotus Notes system. When user accounts are created, they are assigned to a particular "view.." 
Each view represents a section of the alphabet ( e.g ., ABC), and users are assigned to a view by 
the first letter of their first name (e.g., Mary Jones would be in the view that contains the letter 
"M"). The ARMS "viewer" scans the server on a "view" by "view" basis. 

During this testing process, the N-G computer specialists discovered that an error 
involving the ARMS views had been made. The letter "D" was inadvertently omitted from a 
view, and the letter "J" was included twice. As a result, incoming e-mail to ARMS-managed 
accounts with the first names beginning with the letter "D" had not been recorded by ARMS 
since November 1998. It appears that this error remained undetected until April 1999 because 
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the additional "J" led technical personnel to believe that the views contained all 26 letters of the 
alphabet. In fact, that was not the case. 

The effect of the "Letter D" error on the system was similar to the "MAIL2" error: 
Incoming e-mail sent to ARMS-managed accounts whose users’ first names begin with the letter 
"D" were not stored in ARMS. E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts were not 
affected by the problem. OA advises that approximately 200 ARMS-managed accounts from the 
following 10 offices within the EOP were affected: 

1 . White House Office (42 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (8 accounts) 

3. Office of Management and Budget (54 accounts) 

4. Council of Economic Advisers ( 1 account) 

5. Council on Environmental Quality (4 accounts) 

6. National Security Council (21 accounts) 

7. Office of Administration (32 accounts) 

8. Office of National Drug Control Policy (20 accounts) 

9. Office of Science and Technology Policy (6 accounts) 

10. White House Climate Change Task Force (3 accounts) 

As with the "MAIL2" error, e-mail maintained on these affected users' PCs remained on 
the server until deleted by the user, but were not captured in ARMS. 

By May 1999, the N-G employees corrected this problem prospectively. Thus, the 
"Letter D" configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts from November 1998 to 
May 1999. As with the "MAIL2" error, a backup tape of the server was created on June 1, 1999 
to preserve any unrecorded e-mail that existed on it at that time. 

Recent reports have cited various global effects of these configuration errors and 
speculated about the contents of the affected incoming e-mails. Below are our preliminary 
findings with regard to the ,, MAIL2" and "Letter D" errors. Please note, also, that, given the 
technical issues involved, we may need to modify or amend these findings as our review 
proceeds. 

1 . These two configuration errors did not affect documents or e-mails created by 
ARMS-managed accounts . We understand that these two configuration errors did not affect e- 
mails from ARMS-managed accounts that were sent within or outside the FOP. These e-mails 
are automatically captured with a "bcc" to ARMS when sent. The only e-mails affected by either 
configuration error described above were incoming e-mails, which ARMS would have to scan to 
record. If, however, an affected user received an incoming e-mail and forwarded it or replied to 
it with history (sending back the original incoming e-mail) then ARMS should have recorded the 
incoming e-mail. 

2. Absent a search of backup tapes, we cannot currently estimate how many e-mails 
were affected . Late Friday, March 17, 2000, N-G counsel provided OA with a document that 
appears to reflect that on June 18, 1998, an N-G employee reviewed the affected ARM,. 
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managed accounts on the server and counted the number of affected e-mails on the server at that 
time. I have been informed that OA and IS&T personnel were previously unaware that this 
document existed or that anyone had estimated the number of unrecorded e-mails. Although we 
cannot attest to the accuracy of this document, we provided it to you yesterday. 

3. We do not know if any responsive information is contained in the unrecorded e- 
mails . News reports state that the e-mails contain information relevant to various subpoenas. If 
anyone reviewed the contents of these e-mails, we apparently have not been informed. 

Moreover, IS&T personnel currently cannot identify what kind of information is on the backup 
tapes because they have not been reconstructed. Without such restoration, we cannot know the 
contents of the unrecorded e-mails. 

4. Affected incoming e-mail left on the server should have been captured by 
individual user searches . As you know, EOP staff are instructed to search their files, including 
computer records, for responsive information. Thus any incoming e-mails still on a current EOP 
user's server space at the time a search was conducted should have been captured by individual 
user searches. 

5. The "MAIL2" and "Letter D" anomalies were technical errors . As explained 
above, these configuration errors were the sole result of human mistakes and entirely 
unintentional. 

IV. Office of the Vice President E-mail 

Mr. Chairman, as you know, last week the Counsel's Office was informed by IS&T that 
e-mails on the server of the Office of the Vice President (OVP) have not been fully managed by 
ARMS. I notified the Committee on Friday, and I would now like to provide the Committee 
with the information I have received since then. As with all of our preliminary findings., please 
understand that we are still in the process of gathering information, and this information may 
change as I learn more. I particularly want to emphasize that here, because the matter has been 
under review for such a short time. 

Before discussing the OVP e-mail situation, I would like to reiterate that over the yeai.:;, 
Congress has received a large number of e-mails from the White House in response to subpoenas 
and document requests, including e-mails from the OVP. In fact, the report on campaign finance 
matters filed by the Thompson Committee includes reference to a number of such e-mails. This 
is consistent with individuals having searched their own computers and hard -copy files for c - 
mails responsive to various congressional requests, and with the fact that ARMS did capture, 
some OVP e-mails. 

I have been told that when this Administration began, the OVP determined that it had 
insufficient computer capability. OVP staff during that period have described the system as “a 
mess." To meet its needs, the OVP designed its own system. It hired its own outside contractor, 
which worked with the OVP to set up the system. As we have begun to piece together the 
information about the creation of this system, we have realized that the individuals most familiar 
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with it no longer work for the OVP, or even for the outside contractor. This has made the task of 
gathering facts more difficult. 

What we do know is that the OVP set up a server using commercially available software, 
which it used for the rest of 1 993 and part of 1 994. We are trying to determine whether OVP e- 
mails from that period were part of the 1993 and 1994 reconstruction of records to ARMS. 

Sometime in 1994, most OVP e-mail users were switched to Lotus Notes, which is 
currently used. Although these accounts were switched to Lotus Notes, they were apparently not 
managed by ARMS. We are still trying to understand the details of these technical issues and the 
degree, if any, to which OVP e-mail on Lotus Notes may have been captured by ARMS. It 
currently appears that much, if not all, of it was not captured. 

As with many other businesses and government agencies, when new employees begin 
work at the White House, they are given e-mail accounts. Starting sometime in early 1997, new 
OVP e-mail accounts were created in a way that allowed e-mail — except for e-mail coming into 
the OVP from outside the White House — to be captured by ARMS. Old OVP e-mail accounts, 
namely, those created prior to early 1 997, apparently continued not to have e-mail captured by 
ARMS. As we understand it, the technical people believed there were problems associated with 
attempting to re-enter the old e-mail accounts as new ones, such as the difficulty of transferring 
files and e-mail from the old accounts to new ones in a way that did not cause a disruption in 
service. 


Today, we believe that there are 28 current OVP e-mail user accounts that were created 
before 1997 and are therefore not managed by ARMS. The Vice President's e-mail account is — 
not surprisingly — among those created before 1997. We have found no indication that those 
people producing documents were aware of this problem. Indeed, I am told that OVP Counsel 
personnel believed that all OVP e-mail was being managed by ARMS, and that the Wbi' rT 
Counsel's Office shared this belief. Quite plainly, this understanding was not correct. 

When we became aware of these facts, we asked 1S&T to take steps necessary to ensure 
that all OVP e-mail is captured by ARMS from this point forward. We have made it cleai ih..; 
this should be done as quickly as possible. 1S&T is in the process of making this happen. 

Earlier I alluded to another fact concerning the OVP’s e-mail system, which is that e-mail 
coming into the OVP server from outside the White House apparently has not been captured by 
ARMS. We are in the process of determining the period for which this problem existed. Again, 
we have asked 1S&T to take steps necessary to ensure that all incoming OVP e-mail is captured 
by ARMS from this point forward, and again, they are in the process of making this happen. We 
do not yet know how this problem occurred. 

This week, officials from the OVP, White House Counsel’s Office, Office of 
Administration, and IS&T met with a representative of the contractor who helped set up the OVP 
system. We are working with the company to piece together the manner in which the OVP 
computer system was put together, and how that system interacted with the EOP system 
including ARMS. We have also reached out to former employees of the OVP who we believed 
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might be able to assist us with these issues, and the contractor has itself reached out to some of 
its former employees who are knowledgeable about the OVP system. 

The OVP system, like the EOP system, is periodically backed up to tape, and our best 
information is that approximately 550 backup tapes of the OVP server are now in the custody of 
the EOP Security Office. We are in the process of obtaining an estimate of the time and cost 
involved in reconstructing these tapes. 

V. Counsel's Office Awareness of the Configuration Errors 

Mr. Chairman, in your most recent letter to me, you asked when the Counsel's Office, and 
specifically when I, learned of these technical configuration errors, and what was done to notify 
various investigative bodies. In sum, while the Counsel's Office knew in June 1998 that a 
configuration error had existed, it believed that the problem was fixed and did not, until recently, 
understand the scope and possible effect on e-mail records searches of this error. 

Although, as stated above, IS&T and N-G personnel became aware of a possible anomaly 
affecting ARMS in January 1998, the discovery that ARMS was not capturing some incoming e- 
mail records did not occur until about May or June 1998. In June 1998 OA notified the Counsel 
to the President, as well as the Deputy Chief of Staff, of the "Mail 2" error. Thus, the Counsel's 
Office was unaware of this problem prior to June 1998. 

When then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff was told by OA in 1 998 that there were 
e-mails that may not have been captured in a previous search because of a technical glitch, he 
understood that OA would be collecting those e-mails so that any responsive e-mails that had not 
been produced could be produced. E-mails were provided to the Counsel’s Office, which 
compared them against previously produced documents and determined that they were 
duplicative. The Counsel’s Office believed that all necessary steps to make a complete search 
had been taken. They did not know that there was any remaining problem — prospective or 
retrospective. 

Thus, as Mr. Ruff understood the technical problem at the time, he did not think that the 
error had an effect on previous searches or that it might affect future searches of e-mail records. 
As a result, Mr. Ruff had no reason to believe there was any need to notify investigative bodies 
of this error. 

I was first informed of the two configuration errors affecting the ARMS system during a 
January 18, 2000 briefing OA gave me on some records management issues, as part of a pre- 
briefing for a meeting on numerous Post-Presidency Transition issues. At the time of the 
briefing, I was provided with general information about the “MAIL2” and “Letter D” matters as 
a possible Presidential Records Act issue. I understood from the briefing that these configuration 
errors were highly technical and had a historical impact on our archival system. I certainly did 
not understand that they had ongoing consequences — in particular, effects on document 
requests. 
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In any event, within several weeks I learned of the allegations involving this matter and I 
initiated a review. I want to assure the Committee that we have moved aggressively to 
understand the nature and scope of these issues, and to put solutions in place. 

VI. Steps Taken to Address this Matter 

With respect to informing various investigative bodies, we have initially focused on 
discussing this issue with entities that are currently conducting investigations. Soon after I 
became aware of these matters, I discussed with Independent Counsel Ray’s office what I knew 
of the matter, and informed him that we were reviewing the matter and would provide his Office 
with a written explanation of what we had learned. We provided that explanation last 
Wednesday, March 15. Last week my staff also discussed this matter with Independent Counsel 
Lancaster. 

Of course, the Justice Department's Civil Division became aware of these allegations 
because the Department has been representing us in the case in which they arose. In addition, on 
March 10, we received an inquiry from the Department of Justice Campaign Financing Task 
Force. We provided the Task Force with a written explanation this past Monday, March 20. 

Last week, we also informed the IC’s Office and the Justice Department of the preliminary 
information we had just received regarding the OVP e-mail. 

Finally, since this Committee's initial inquiry on February 6, 2000, we have made every 
effort to provide it with as much information as possible. We have facilitated the interviews of 
current and former EOP staff. This Tuesday, we made an initial production of approximately 
3400 pages of documents, including e-mail records. 

Concurrent with infomting and responding to inquiries from investigative bodies, we 
have also taken immediate steps to address the possible effects of these errors. As you know, 
both the "Mail 2" and "Letter D" problems were corrected prospectively in November 1998 and 
May 1999 respectively. Over the past several weeks, we have been exploring ways to restore the 
backup tapes of previously unrecorded e-mail records, including those from the OVP, to a 
readily searchable format. We are ready to begin the restoration process and have already taken 
measures to achieve this objective. OA is making every effort to find thejnost expedient, cost- 
effective method that will permit us not only to search the e-mail records for any responsive 
information, but also to transfer them back to ARMS for archival purposes. 

I have been personally involved with obtaining additional technical expertise to assist us 
with this project and ensure that we are able to search the backup tapes more quickly than 
originally anticipated, I understand that OA is exploring a possible restoration method that is 
considerably cheaper and less time consuming than the estimate OA received in 1998, which I 
had conveyed to you last week. Sometime next week, I anticipate that OA will have a more 
definite sense as to whether this is possible. As soon as we make this determination, we will 
notify you. 

On a related point, you inquired in the letter you faxed to me on Sunday how it was that 
we conducted a search in 1998 if backup tapes were not keyword searchable. I understand that 
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the search for e-mail records in June 1998 was of e-mail records that existed on the server at that 
time, not of backup tapes. 

Of course, as you can imagine, our ability to respond to the Committee's most recent 
subpoena seeking e-mail records is contingent upon our ability to restore these records to a 
keyword searchable format. Once we determine how quickly we can begin searching records, 
my staff will coordinate with your staff a schedule for producing any responsive materials on a 
rolling basis. 

Finally, there have been several press reports recently that several N-G contractors have 
said they were threatened with incarceration or termination if they discussed these configuration 
errors. As I stated earlier, we had not previously been informed of any such allegations. 
Nonetheless, I have instructed the Associate Director of the Office of Administration's Security 
Division, Charles Easley, to conduct a complete and thorough review of these allegations. Mr. 
Easley's duties include conducting and approving background checks of prospective EOP 
employees and reviewing possible EOP security violations. Mr. Easley has begun his review. 
Once he has completed his review and informed me of his findings, I will take appropriate 
additional steps to resolve this matter. 

VII. Closing 

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I want to emphasize the following points: 

• The computer glitches are the result of unintentional human error associated with an 
extraordinary electronic records archiving system. 

• No one attempted to hide responsive information from this Committee or any other 
investigative body. The EOP has produced or identified to this Committee all responsive 
information that it located, including over 7700 pages of e-mail records in the campaign 
finance investigation alone. 

• Until recently, the Counsel's Office was not aware of the scope and nature of these errors. Tn 
June 1998, the Counsel's Office thought the error was isolated to one'search and had 
subsequently been fixed. The Counsel’s Office had no reason to believe that this error had 
any effect on its searches. Had it thought otherwise, it would have addressed the problem. 

• The backup tapes of e-mail records are secure. As I mentioned earlier, we are quickly 
moving toward a solution that will enable us to search these records. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to address the Committee. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Raben. 

Mr. Raben. I don’t have an opening statement, sir. 

Mr. Burton. No opening statement. We will get right to the 
questions. 

First of all, let me make a real quick statement. 

I still find it very difficult to understand or believe that after the 
Northrop Grumman employees brought to the attention of their su- 
pervisors and the people at the White House that there was this 
glitch that there wasn’t a very thorough search of the incoming e- 
mails. You indicated that they thought they had covered it. But the 
fact is there were subpoenas from a number of independent coun- 
sels, our committee, and everyone at the White House knew about 
the campaign finance investigation, the Lewinsky matter and the 
other issues; and it seems to me that there would have been every 
effort made to make absolutely sure that a thorough — very thor- 
ough search was done. And if it was brought to the attention of 
people at the White House by the Northrop Grumman people that 
this glitch did occur, then it seems to me that the extent of the 
search into the missing e-mails would have been much more thor- 
ough than it was. 

Now, let me just ask you a few questions. 

First of all, 2 days ago, when he was asked about my call for a 
special counsel to investigate the e-mail matter, White House 
spokesman Joe Lockhart said, 

I think the Justice Department will have to make that decision. I will only remind 
people that, you know, Dan Burton asking for an outside counsel or a special coun- 
sel is like the sun coming up in the morning. It happens, you know, once a week 
or once a month. And you all will have to remember all of the pressing issues that 
he called for outside counsels on and what came with of them. 

Mr. Lockhart seems to be indicating that the President does not 
think that this is a very serious matter. Is that the President’s po- 
sition? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, the President has asked me to make 
sure that we can get these searched as quickly as possible. And 
that is what we are doing. He takes that very seriously. 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask you a question. Since Mr. Lockhart 
made that statement, do you know how many times that I have 
called for an independent counsel? He said it is kind of like the sun 
coming up every morning. Do you have any idea? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, I did not make that statement. I do 
not have any idea. 

Mr. Burton. Just so Mr. Lockhart and the American people have 
the facts, I have only called for an independent counsel twice, not 
every morning when the sun comes up. And one has not been ap- 
pointed for campaign financing and the e-mail problem. And I am 
in pretty good company because the Director of the FBI and Chuck 
LaBella also thought there should be independent counsels for the 
campaign finance investigation. 

I would like to call up exhibit — well I would like to say one more 
thing. He also has said that we issued 700 subpoenas to the White 
House, and that is only off by 670. We have issued 30 subpoenas 
to the White House, not 700. 

Would you put up exhibit No. 56? Is that on the form there? This 
is an affidavit. Do you have a copy of that, Ms. Nolan? 
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Ms. Nolan. What is it, sir? 

Mr. Burton. It is an affidavit that was submitted in court in 
July 1999 by Daniel Barry, a White House employee. 

Ms. Nolan. I do have a copy. 

Mr. Burton. Did lawyers from the White House counsel’s office 
assist in the preparation of that affidavit? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, I know that lawyers from the White 
House counsel’s office would have been working with the lawyers 
of the Department of Justice on this matter. I don’t know if they 
assisted in the preparation of this particular affidavit. 

Mr. Burton. Well, we have been informed that they did. And if 
could you check on that, I would appreciate it. 

Ms. Nolan. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t have any idea which lawyers from the 
White House were involved then. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, I know that a couple of lawyers have 
worked on this matter before. As I said, I don’t know the specifics 
of this affidavit. 

Mr. Burton. Could you give me the names of the ones that you 
think 

Ms. Nolan. Yes. I believe Sally Paxton worked on this matter at 
some point and Michelle Peterson. 

Mr. Burton. Michelle Peterson was one that we had information 
that had been involved. 

Mr. Raben, did lawyers from the Justice Department assist in 
the preparation of that affidavit? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t know. Could you find out for us? 

Mr. Raben. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. We were told that Justice Department Civil Divi- 
sion lawyers were involved, and we have been informed that James 
Gilligan was the main DOJ lawyer, and we would like for to you 
double-check that. 

Mr. Raben. I will find out, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Nolan, at the time that this affidavit was pre- 
pared in July 1999, the counsel’s office knew about the e-mail prob- 
lem, didn’t they? 

Ms. Nolan. As I just testified, no. I do not believe that. At least 
when you talk about the e-mail problem — if you mean the problem 
that we all know about and are talking about today, no. 

Mr. Burton. Well, they knew that the people from Northrop 
Grumman had informed Ms. Lindsay and Ms. Crabtree and that 
had been kicked up to Mr. Podesta. Did you not know that? 

Ms. Nolan. It is my understanding, Mr. Burton — and, of course, 
I wasn’t there, so this is my understanding — that Charles Ruff, 
then counsel to the President, knew or had been informed that 
there had been some kind of problem with an e-mail search, that 
a subsequent search was conducted in order to see if the e-mails 
had been missed, that that production was provided to the coun- 
sel’s office which compared it against e-mails it had already pro- 
duced and determined that there had not, in fact, been any missing 
e-mails. 

Mr. Burton. Well, but the point is, they did know there was an 
e-mail problem. 
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Ms. Nolan. They knew that there had been a glitch which ap- 
parently had been fixed. They did not know that there was any on- 
going or larger e-mail problem, as far as I understand, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Raben, at this time, in July 1999, the Justice 
Department Civil Division lawyers knew there was an e-mail prob- 
lem, didn’t they? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know, sir. I don’t know precisely when the 
Department or Civil Division attorneys learned about it. 

Mr. Burton. Were you briefed about any of the questions that 
we might be asking or any of the information we might be seeking 
before you came up here? Because the first few questions we have 
asked you don’t have any idea what we are talking — or don’t have 
any answers. 

Mr. Raben. I read your — I read the statement that you delivered 
last week where you indicated what you would be asking me, and 
I read a news account, and I saw what you would be asking me. 

Mr. Burton. This was one of the questions that — I mean, it was 
pretty apparent that we would be asking you if the Justice Depart- 
ment knew about the e-mail problem in July 1999. And you say 
you don’t know? 

Mr. Raben. July 1999? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Raben. Yes, I said I didn’t know. You asked about July 1998. 
But I don’t have the facts, and I know that that is the subject of 
an inquiry right now at the Department of Justice, about exactly 
what we knew when. 

Mr. Burton. I am disappointed that, you know, that the Justice 
Department, since this is a very serious matter, didn’t work with 
you and prepare you more for the testimony that you’re giving 
today. It is inconceivable that you would come up here when you’re 
asking these questions that are extremely important and not have 
any of the answers. 

Ms. Nolan, paragraph 4 of the affidavit states, and you have that 
in front of you, since July 14, 1994, e-mail within the EOP system 
administered by the Office of Administration has been archived 
into the EOP Automated Records Management System, the ARMS 
system. This statement is not true, is it? It is false. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, could you explain to me why you 
think it is false? 

Mr. Burton. Well, I think the question pretty much speaks for 
itself. I’ll read it to you again. Since July 14th, 1994, e-mail within 
the EOP system administered by the Office of Administration has 
been archived in the EOP Automated Records Management Sys- 
tem. Now, it hasn’t been, has it? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. Has it been archived in that system? 

Ms. Nolan [continuing]. E-mail was archived. It turned out that 
some e-mail was not captured, but e-mail was archived, yes. 

Mr. Chairman, may I say something about this affidavit, please, 
if we are going to talk about it? 

Mr. Burton. Sure. 

Ms. Nolan. It is my understanding that this affidavit was filed 
to explain what would be done, what the time and cost would be 
involved for searching records regarding this case, which was with 
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respect to the FBI files matter. The important or relevant informa- 
tion was how the system was set up, how long it would take and, 
as I understand it, they were particularly thinking about the recon- 
structed e-mail because the activity that had occurred with respect 
to the FBI files was in 1993 and 1994. So, I just want to make that 
clear what this was about. This was not an affidavit saying — from 
Tony Barry saying we have produced all the e-mail or all e-mail is 
captured. It was describing the system for a potential e-mail 
search. 

Mr. Burton. You know, you can give that explanation. But that 
is not what the affidavit says, is it? I mean, you’ve got the affidavit 
in front of you. You know what it says. It doesn’t say that. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, could I indulge you just a moment? I 
want to make absolutely certain. Because, as the witness was offer- 
ing this explanation for 

Mr. Burton. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. The false statements in the affidavit, cit- 
ing a legal theory that is unfamiliar to me as an attorney and a 
former U.S. Attorney, that the context in which an affidavit is pro- 
viding — is provided can override that it might be perjurious — I 
want to make sure we are talking about the same affidavit. 

We are talking, I believe, about the affidavit signed by Dave A. 
Barry on July 9, 1999, in which just above the date and his signa- 
ture the statement appears, “I declare under penalty of perjury 
that the foregoing is true and correct.” Is the witness talking about 
another affidavit that has some sort of limiting language in it? 

Mr. Burton. No, she’s talking about the same affidavit. That is 
the same affidavit, isn’t it? 

Ms. Nolan. I asked if I could give you some context. I never said 
I was providing a legal theory. I asked if I could give you some con- 
text to explain the affidavit. That is what I just did. 

Mr. Burton. Yes, ma’am. We will get back to you — I’ll get back 
to you with further questions. 

I’ll yield to Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Good morning. I would like to make reference to your 
closing. 

You said, Ms. Nolan, in closing, I want to emphasize the follow- 
ing points: “the computer glitch is the result of unintentional 
human error associated with an extraordinary electronic records 
archiving system.” 

Even if we agreed with that, you then said, “No one attempted 
to hide responsive information from this committee or any other in- 
vestigative body.” 

What gives you the capability to make that claim? 

Ms. Nolan. I have tried to make clear that I am saying, based 
on what I have learned and the people that my office has talked 
to, I have found no indication that the counsel’s office was aware 
that there was an ongoing problem or that anyone sought to pro- 
vide such — to hide any such information. And, in fact, I believe 
that several of the contractors said that last week as well. 

Mr. Shays. Bottom line is, before you were there these events 
took place, and then you make an assumption and tell the commit- 
tee that no one attempted to hide responsive information as far as 
you know. 
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Ms. Nolan. It is not an assumption. It is based on the informa- 
tion I have gathered. And, as I said, I am only able to report what 
I have gathered and what I have learned up to date. 

Mr. Shays. Would you put exhibits 3 and 4 up, please? 

I just want to ask what the second-to-last paragraph means, 
where it says, “For all of the categories of e-mail, including ongoing 
Internet e-mail and e-mail between the EOP users, the system ap- 
pears to have functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these cat- 
egories” — and then the parenthesis — “other than those that were 
specifically identified by EOP centers as nonrecords.” 

What does that mean? 

Ms. Nolan. What part of it, sir? I am sorry. 

Mr. Shays. Just the parentheses. What are nonrecords? 

Ms. Nolan. When an EOP user sends an e-mail, he or she may 
indicate that it is a nonrecord e-mail. It is not a Presidential record 
or a Federal record. If I were to send an e-mail to my mother say- 
ing I’ll see you next week, that is not a Presidential record. I can 
indicate it is a nonrecord. 

Mr. Shays. If you bring the letter down, just read up in the top, 
it is from Ginnie, I guess, Virginia Apuzzo wrote this memo. It was 
to John Podesta who was then deputy chief of staff. And it was in- 
forming — it was informing him of this problem. And would you just 
tell me who the signature — that is Ginnie. Who is Chuck? Is that 
Charles Ruff? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe so, sir. 

Mr. Shays. What was the response? Do I make the assumption — 
what was the response to the White House counsel’s office once it 
was informed of the problem? 

Ms. Nolan. My understanding is that Mr. Ruff discussed the 
matter with Mr. Lindsay, that he understood that it was a problem 
with a particular e-mail search, that OA through IS&T ran a 
search which it turned out was a duplicate search of the server, 
produced those documents, turned out that if there had been a 
problem it was fixed. In any event, there were no documents that 
hadn’t already been found and produced. 

Mr. Shays. Now we are talking about the Mail2 configuration 
issue. That is a 2 year and 3 month gap. I call it just a bottomless 
pit in which e-mails got relatively lost or couldn’t identify. And 
then letter D configuration I shall use. What is GRS information 
technology operations and management records? What are you im- 
plying there? Was there a third problem? 

Ms. Nolan. What am I implying where, sir? 

Mr. Shays. We have a Mail2. We have a problem with letter D. 
Do we have another problem in addition? 

Ms. Nolan. Are you referring to the memo or 

Mr. Shays. I am referring to this document right here that ac- 
companied your presentation. 

Ms. Nolan. That is something that a briefing that the Office of 
Administration 

Mr. Shays. Were there three problems or two? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t believe — that was a reference to how e-mail 
records are going to be stored generally throughout government 
and archives. 
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Mr. Shays. The Mail2 configuration is 2 years and 3 months, and 
the letter D configuration problem was 7 months. Do I make an as- 
sumption that we are talking about over 246,000 e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know how many e-mails there are. We know 
what they are incoming e-mails from the — from outside the com- 
plex into the EOP. 

Mr. Shays. Is it at least 246,000? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Would you look at page 6 in your testimony? You pro- 
vided us this document here. 

Ms. Nolan. I am sorry, what is that? 

Mr. Shays. Exhibit 62. OK. It was provided by Northrop Grum- 
man, and the number — this is Northrop Grumman’s document, and 
it is 246,000 e-mails. 

Let me just go on. I want to know if you or anyone else discussed 
this issue with Mr. Ruff and what did he say? 

[Exhibit 62 follows:] 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


10/21/96 
05:37:50 PM 


Good, Terry 

‘/O 

/'/<?? 


CN “Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN “David M. Comelissen/fl 
CN“ Bernardene B. Walfordl 
CN*=Alan R, Taric< 

CN =John E. Spriggs J 


10/21/96,1 0/2 1 /96, 1 0/22/96,C 


f/ 167 10/21/96 

06:07:16 PM 


Wilfman, Courtiand CN “Daniel J- Gunia/ 

CN »= David M. Comelissen/® 
/ $02 CN « Bernardene B. WalfordJ 

CN“Alan R. Tarics 
CN “John E Spriggs/(1 


1 0/21 /96, 1 0/21 /96, 1 0/22/96,C 


10/21/96 
06:09:44 PM 


Granger, Theresa 


CN“ Daniel J. Gunia, 

CN = David M. Comeiisserv 
CN“ Bernardene B. Walforc 
CN=Alan R. Tarica, 
CN=John E Spriggs/ 



1 0/2 1 /96, 1 0/21/96, 1 0/22/96,C 


$61$ 10/21/96 
7 06:12:56 PM 


Hazard, Susan 


'•vW 


CN = Daniel J. Gunii 
CN “Uoyd A. Bryat 
CN “Bernardene B. Wal ford/j 
CN*=Alan R, Tari( 

CN=John E Sprigg: 


1 0/2 1 /96, 1 0/2 1 /9 6, 1 0/23/96,0 


It OX 10/21/96 

06:20:15 PM 


Salcido, Dorinda 

3S-? 

*/f7 


CN - Daniel J. Guni 
CN = Valerie G. Ri< 

CN “Bernardene E 
CN»=Alan R. Tari< 
CN^John E Spriggs, 



1 0/21 /96, 1 0/2 1/96,1 0/24/96, C 


y 10/21/96 
06:31:53 PM 


Nagy, Alex 

/ 



CN “Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN“ Michael D. Stanton/® 

CN = Bernardene B. Walford/® l 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/(l 
CN “ John E Spriggs® 


10/21/96,10/21/96,10/22/96, C 


faf 10/21/96 

06:37:14 PM 


Cobden, Cameron 


CN “ Daniel J. Gunia 
CN “Valerie G. Ri< 

CN = Bernardene B. 
CN “Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN “John E Spriggs/ 



1 0/2 1/96,1 0/2 1/96.1 0/24/96,( 


00292 
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UPDATERS 


10/21/96 
08:06:17 PM 


US'/ 

"M 


CN = 
CN = 


“Daniel J. Guni 
= Valerie G. Rid 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/O 
CN“Alan R. Taric; 

CN = John E. SpriggsJ 


1 0/2 1/96,1 0/2 1 /96, 1 1 /I 5/96,0 


0-3 10/22/96 

01:57:58 PM 


Houser, Everett 

36 

S/<!7 


CN>= Daniel J. Guni; 
CN •= Valerie G. Ri< 
CN *= Bemardene E 
CN-=Aian R. Tarii 
CN-=John E. Sprigg: 



1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 0/23/96,0 


yy 


10/22/96 
02:00:03 PM 


Simpson, Wandra 

a 


CN *= Daniel J. Gui 
CN = Scott D. Rasmusset 
CN “Bemardene B. Walfordj 
CN>=Alan R. Taric; __ 
CN=John E. SpriggsJ 


1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 0/23/96,0 


10/22/96 
02:00:27 PM 


/ 




CN = Jeffrey E. Harris^ 
CN = Jeffrey W. May/T 
CN = Michael J. Schauerfl 
CN-Alan R. Tarica^ " 
CN=John E. Spriggs/Gl 
CN*= Robert W. Haas/® 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,0 


773 


10/22/96 
10:05:01 PM 


Bobowick, Tracy 


//r 


CN*= Daniel J. Guniaj 
CN«=Kym M. Adams* 
CN “ Alan R. Tarica/fl 
CN“John E. Spriggs 


1 0/22/96,1 0/23/96,1 1/20/96,0 


V7 10/22/96 
10:06:48 PM 


Cozart, Charlene 

? 

3/fg 


CN -= Daniel J. Guni; 

CN = David M. Cornelisseny 
CN “Bemardene B. W alfon 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/( 

CN =John E. Spriggs/ 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /1 4/96, C 


/<■" 10/22/96 

10:16:26 PM 


Hankins, Marjorie 

/ 


CN “Daniel J, Gunia,® 

CN “David M. Comelissen/® 
CN “Bemardene B. Watford* 
CN =Alan R, Tarica4 
CN “John E. Spriggs/fl 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /1 4/96, ( 


NGL 002 93 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 




10/22/96 
10:22:04 PM 


Smith, Dorotha 

29 

'/?7 


CN *=Daniel J. Gut _ 

CN= David M, Comeftssen/JS 
CN “Bemardene B, Waffordflp 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/i 
CN ss John £, Spriggs/I 


1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 




10/22/96 
10:24:09 PM 


Binns, Mary 


i 

'Vx 


CN *= Daniel J. Guni 
CN “Anthony W. McDonaf 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walfor 
CN«Alan R, Tarica/J 
CN“John E. Spriggi 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 2/04/96,0 


96 


10/22/96 
10:26:27 PM 


Bohrer, George 



CN >= Daniel J. G. 
CN«=Kym M. Adams? 
CN “Bemardene B. V. 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/f 
CN “John E. Spriggs; 



10/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 1/15/96,0 


/*<? 10/22/96 

10:45:35 PM 


Goodwin, Donald 

nr 


CN«= Daniel J. Gunia/, 

CN “Kym M. Adams; 

CN «* Bemardene B. Waifort 
CN “Alan R. Tarica; 

CN « John E. Sprigg. 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /1 5/96,0 




10/22/96 
10:49:58 PM 


Labrador, Agustin 

/ 


CN “Daniel J. Gunia. 
CN *= Kym M. AdamsJ 
CN«- Bemardene B. V, 
CN «* Alan R. Tari< .. 
CN “John E. Spriggs] 



10/22/96,10/22/96,1 1/1 5/96,0 


604 10/22/96 
7 10:53:31 PM 


Roddick, Gertrude 


re 

> J /46 


CN “ Daniel J. Guniai 
CN == Kym M. Adams" 
CN“ Bemardene B. W 
CN = Alan R. Tarii 
CN =John E. Spriggs; 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /1 5/96,C 


iX 10/22/96 
10:56:26 PM 


Schilling, Elisabeth CN “Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN“Kym M. Adams| 
{/ CN «= Bemardene B. W 

• CN «=Alan R. Taricatf 

CN^John E. Spriggsj 


$4? 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /1 5/96, C 

NGL 00294 
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UPDATERS 


Sharp, Michael 

20 


J/?S 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia 
CN-Kym M. Adams/i 
CN = Bemardene B. Wa lfordi 
CN = Alan R. Tarica|3 
CN = John E. Spriggs/I 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /I 5/96.C 


V7 10/22/96 

11:04:23 PM 


z 

4# 


CN = Daniel J. Gui 
CN-Kym M. Adams^ 

CN *= Bemardene B. Walfordi 
CN>=Alan R, Taric; 

CN «= John E Sprigg; 


1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 1 / 1 5/96,0 


//> 10/22/96 

1 1 :06:09 PM 


Trainor, Gregory 

0 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN«=Kym M. Adams/I 
CN *= Bemardene B. W; 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/_ 
CN = John E. Spriggs/ 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96,1 1 /1 5/96,0 


2.6 


10/22/96 
11:09:30 PM 


Weintraub, Philip 


A ?? 


CN Daniel J. Gunia/j 
CN *=Kym M. Adams/ 
CN = Bemardene B. V 
CN *= Alan R. Tari< 

CN *= John E. Spriggs// 



1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 1/1 5/96,0 


10/22/96 
11:14:39 PM 


Houser, Robert 


f0 

*/f7 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/1 
CN^Kym M. Adams// 
CN «= Bemardene B. W 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica, 
CN = John E Spriggs^ 



10/22/96,10/22/96,1 1/15/96,0 


q 10/22/96 
11:15:52 PM 


Lewis, Sharon 

z 

&/*e 


CN«= Daniel J. Gunia/O 
CN = Kym M. Adams/I 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/<J I 
CN-Alan R. Taric; 

CN = John E Spriggs/Q 


1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 1 /1 5/96,0 


Lf 10/22/96 
11:17:00 PM 


Reagan, James 

23 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia,, 
CN = Kym M. Adams) 
CN«= Bemardene B. V 
CN*=Alan R, Taric a/C 
CN = John E Spriggs/ 



1 0/22/96, 1 0/22/96, 1 1 /21 /96,C 


NGL 00295 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


i*/73 10/22/96 

11:21:44 PM 


Wood, Debra 

n 

y/r? 


CN = Daniel J, Gunia/fl 
CN = David M. Comelissen/dW 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/fl 
CN *= Alan R. Tarics ^ 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


CX 10/22/96 
11:27:28 PM 


Baer, Christine 


3/fg 


CN*= Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN= Valerie G. Ri< 

CN -= Bemardene B. 
CN = Daniel J. Guni; 
CN «= Alan R. Taric a/4 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN >= John E. Spriggs/ 



10/22/96 
11:29:04 PM 


Briggs, Patrick 

7S~ 


CN**= Daniel J. Gunia /IW W^I f 
CN ■= Anthony W. McDonaid/j^HB||^^Ba£ 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walford^ffi 
CN = Alan R. 

CN^John E. i^'i;; : QBHHB 


10/22/96 

v 11:30:47 PM 


Crable, Lynn 

t/7 

"fit 


CN ■= Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN «= Valerie G. Rich/f 
CN *= Bemardene B. V 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica/L 
CN = John E. Spriggs) 



2# 


10/22/96 
11:39:12 PM 


Rick, Eariene 

2. 


CN «= Daniel J. Guniaj 
CN ■= Kym M. Adams/1 
CN ■= Bemardene B. W 
CN «= Alan R. Tan. _ 
CN = John E. Spriggs/ 



!$J 10/22/96 

11:44:30 PM 


Upperman, Bleen 

/3 


S/tt 


CN *= Daniel J, Gunia/JL 

CN = Kym M. Adams/gL 

CN *= Bemardene B, Walford/^ 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/* - 
CN=John E. Spriggs/I 


3 10/22/96 
11:48:33 PM 


Williams, Patricia CN - Daniel J. Gunia^flHBBMW 
CN*=Kym M, Adarns/0MhHBBBM£ 

/? CN «= Bemardene B. Walford/flBMHflMMM 

CN ■= Alan R. Tarica 

■ * CN^John E. Spriggs/fl^BHBHi^ 


Date Revised 

1 0/22/96,1 0/22/96,1 2/06/96, C 


10/22/96,10/23/96,1 1/1S/96,C 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 2/04/96,C 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 1 /1 5/96,0 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 2/03/96,0 


1 0/22/96,10/23/96,1 2/03/96,0 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 1 /1 5/96, C 


NGL 00296 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


7*3 . 


10/22/96 
11255:38 PM 


Dickey, tana 

CN = David M. Comelissen/iMBBBB 

1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 1 /1 4/96,0 

9? 

CN - Bemardene B. Wajfgr^gJJgJI 

MMP 

v/n 


1 




10/22/96 
11:56:50 PM 


Fowler, Carmen 

&t 


CN « Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN « Richard C. Crum/J 
CN “Bemardene B. Walfordl 
CN “ Alan R. Tarica/t 
CN •= John E. Spriggs/ 


1 0/22/96, 1 0/23/96,1 1 /1 4/96,0 


$ 10/23/96 
12:03:49 AM 


Campbell, Frances CN = Daniel J. Gunia; 

CN “Scott D. Rasmusserv. 
j? CM “Bemardene B, Walford/'l 

CN = Alan R. Taricafl 
- — CN =John E. Spriggs® 


10/23/96,10/23/96,10/23/96,0 


77 10/23/96 

12:05:04 AM 


Nash, Charles 


5 

Vf7 


CN =Daniel J. Gunia, 
CN = Lloyd A. Bryant 
CN “Bemardene B. V. 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/1 
CN=John E. Sprigg: 



1 0/23/96,1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,0 


773 10/23/96 

12:06:49 AM 


Johnson, Lee 


CN “ Daniel J. Gunia/ 

CN = Valerie G. Rich/® 

CN = Bemardene B. Walfordl 
CN-AlanR. Tarica# 
CN*=John E. Spriggs* 


1 0/23/96,1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,1 


7 3/ 10/23/96 
. 08:31:50 PM 


Blocker III, Ananias CN = Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN= Michael D. Stanton/ 

? CN = Bemardene B. Walfcrd/I 

CN = Alan R. Taric: 

CN*=John E. Spriggs® 




1 0/23/96,10/23/96,10/25/96,0 


> 7 10/23/96 
' 08:34:47 PM 


Jacoby, Peter 

96 


CN “Daniel J, Guntei 
CN«= Valerie G. Bit 
CN «= Bemardene B. Walfort 
CN = Alan R. Tari< 

CN “John E. Spriggs/ 


1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 0/2S/96.C 
NGL 00297 
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to 10/23/96 
f 08:39:42 PM 


Name 


UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


Maldon, Alphonse CN *= Daniel J. Gunia) 

CN = Scott D. Rasmusset 
/JJC" CN =Bemafdene B. Waif' 

CN = Alan R. Tari< 
CN«=John E. Spriggsi 





1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,1 0/25/96,< 


!Q 72 10/23/96 
J 08:42:58 PM 


£ 3 * 

'/r? 


CN «= Daniel J. Gunia, _ 
CN*= Michael D. Stanton/ 
CN = Bemardene B. Walfi 
CN «= Alan R. Tari< 

CN = John E. Spriggs, 



1 0/23/96,1 0/23/96,1 0/25/96,C 


/9XQ 10/23/96 

08:43:52 PM 


Donnelly III, 
Raymond 

/-« 

y?7 


CN* Daniel J. Guniaj 
CN ^ Bemardene B. WalforcU 
CN-=AJan R. Taria 
CN*=John E. SpriggsjC 


1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96, 1 


I XU 10/23/96 

08:56:11 PM 


Heimbach, James CN ■= Daniel J. Gunia/* 

CN = Scott D. Rasmussen/. 

/J CN = Bemardene B. Walf ordZ* 

CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/fl 
— CN = John E. Spriggs/C 


1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,1 0/25/96,0 


10/23/96 
08:58:04 PM 


Millsap, Bisa 

2.93 

'*/% 


CN « Daniel J. Gunia/p 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walford/fl 
CN «= Alan R. Taric; 

CN = John E. Spriggs4| 


1 0/23/96, 1 0/23/96,1 0/24/96,0 


r99$ 


10/23/96 
08:59:48 PM 


Thornton, Tracey 

766 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/P 
CN = Valerie G. Rich/fl 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/p 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/I 
CN «* John E. Spriggs/fl 


1 0/23/96,10/23/96,10/25/96,0 


10/25/96 
01:06:54 AM 


Droege, Philip 

/ 76C- 

r/97 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/< 
CN = SEC_NT/< 

CN *= Bemardene I 
CN«=Alan R. Tari< 
CN=John E. Spriggs^ 



1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96,0 


NGL 00298 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


if 


10/25/96 
01:11:54 AM 


Evans, Wanda 

£ 


CN -Daniel J, Gunia/1 
CN «= Scott D. Rasmusser 
CN -Bemardene B. Waif or d/ll 
CN = Aian R. Taria 
CN = John E. Spriggs^ 


1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96, 1 1 /20/96,( 




10/25/96 
01:15:50 AM 


Freeman, Myra 

Y7 

u /?6 


CN- Daniel J. Guniai 

CN = Bemardene B, Wai ford/ 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica* 


1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96,03/1 1 /97 


u 


10/25/96 
01:19:00 AM 


Howell, Willie 

t 

/2 /?7 


CN- Daniel J. Gunia/i 
CN -Bemardene B. W 
CN— Alan R. Tarica, 
CN -Daniel J. Gunia/. 
CN = John E. Spriggsj 



1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,03/1 1/97,C 


/ 10/25/96 

' 01:21:10 AM 


Jones, Crystal 

<? 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/fl 
CN -Bemardene B. Walford/fll 
CN - Alan R. TaricaAl 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/^ 


1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,10/25/96,0 


20 


10/25/96 
01:22:42 AM 


Jones, Deborah 

30 

to/ 9? 


CN - Daniel J. Gunl; 

CN -Bemardene B. Walfon 
CN«=Alan R. Tari< 


1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,03/1 2/97 


</<? 10/25/96 

01:26:22 AM 


Septoff, Michael 


f/n 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/f 
CN - Bemardene B. V\ 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/1 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/l 
CN -John E. Spriggs/| 



1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,03/1 3/97,0 


3/y 10/25/96 

01:27:49 AM 


Shourds, Cynthia 

•t/f?- 


CN — Daniel J, Gunia/^ 

CN - Bemardene B. Wa iford/^ 
CN -Alan R. Tarica/« 

CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran/1 
CN— John E. Spriggs^ — 


1 0/25/90, 1 0/25/96,03/1 3/97,0 


NGL 00299 
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J 


Created 

Name 

UPDATERS 

Date Revised 

10/25/96 
01:29:20 AM 

Taggart Jr, Hugh 

CN - Bemardene B, 

1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96,03/1 3/97,0 

0 

CN - Alan R. Tarica,®a— ■— 
CN - Daniel^ J^Guni^SfijgJgHSl 

k 




3S~ 


10/25/96 
01:31:30 AM 


Tucker, Phyllis 

y 

$/?? 


CN -Daniel J. Gunia/0 
CN - Scott D. Rasmussen/® 
CN-Bemardene B. Walforch 
CN- Alan R. Tam . 

CN — John E. Spriggs,® 


1 0/25/S 6, 1 0/25/36, 1 1/20/36,0: 




10/25/96 
01:33:17 AM 


Young, Patricia 


6 

5%- 


CN «= Daniel J, Gut 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN— Alan R. Tarics/® 

CN —John E. Spriggs,® 


1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,03/14/97,0 


10/25/96 Westray, Howard CN- Daniel J, Gunta® 

01 :39;37 AM CN -Scott D. Rasmussen/, 

3 CN—Bemardene B. Watford® 

, CN-Alan R. Tarica® 
CN-John E, Spriggs® 


1 0/25/96,1 0/25/96,02/13/97,0: 


/ 10/25/96 

01:41:53 AM 


Fisfwr, Evetlene 


& /?g 


CN - Daniel J. Gunfa/®. 

CN - Bemarderte B. Wgj; 
CN - Alan R. Tarica® 


1 0/25/36,1 0/25/96,03/ 1 1 /97 


f?3 10/25/96 James Jr, 

p 01:43:54 AM Theodotic 

5"^ 

f/ /?6 


CN - Daniel J. Guniaj 

CN = Bernar dene B. Watford/ 
CN - Alan R. Tarii 
CN = Daniel J, Guntai 
CN - John E, Sprigg: 


1 0/25/96, 1 0/25/96,03/1 2/97,0 


cm io mm 

04:15:22 PM 


Holt, Holly 

$Y 


CN - Daniel J. Gurus/® 

CN - Uoyd A, 8rya< 

CN *= Bemardene B, Walford/ffl 
CN = Alan R. Tarics “ 

CN - John E Spriggs® 


1 0/28/96, 1 0/28/36, 1 0/28/96,0 


NGL 00300 
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rcy 10/28/96 

04:22:07 PM 


Bates, Melinda 

,23? 

/«vk 


CN* 
CN = 
CN* 
CN* 


Daniel J. Gunia; 
Scott D. Rasmusse 
Bemardene B. W§ll 
Alan R. Tarii 
John E. Spriggs/ 



$<<r 10/28/96 

05:25:47 PM 


McCoy, Ann 

3./0 

2/q? 


CN** Daniel J. Gunia/* 

CN = Brian P. McKaig/f 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walfordj 
CN *=Alan R. Taricr _ 
CN*=John E. Sprigged 


/ 10/28/96 

05:28:23 PM 


Hoberman, Marc CN ** Daniel J. Gunk 
CN*= Brian P. McKaij 
CN *= Bemardene B. 1 
CN *= Alan R. Tarii 
CN ■= John E. Spriggs/ 


4% 



Raines, Ashley 

r/77 

5/97 


CN«= Daniel J. Gunia/< 
CN** William R. Feezli 
CN — Bemardene B. W 
CN *= Robert W. Haas; 
CN=Afan R. Tari< 

CN = John E. Sprig? 



10/28/96 
08:09:51 PM 


Eaglin, Ruth 

S7J 

n/% 


CN *= Daniel J. Guni; 
CN *= Uoyd A. Bryan/< 
CN*= Bemardene B. V 
CN *= Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN = John E. Spriggs J 



*/&l 10/28/96 
* ^ 08:20:35 PM 


Duncan, Charles 

79/ 

'*/% 


CN*= Daniel J. Gunia/ 

CN*= David M. Cornelisserv 
CN = Bemardene B. Walfon 
CN«=Alan R. Tari< 

CN *= John E. Spriggs/ 



S~ri2 1 0/28/36 

08:27:41 PM 


?Sf 


CN <= Daniel J. Guniafll 

CN*= Michael D. Stanton^ 

CN *= Bemardene B. Wa lfordlfl 
CN *= Alan R. Tarics 
CN = John E. Spriggsl 


Date Revised 

1 0/28/96,1 0/28/96, 1 0/29/96^0 


1 0/28/96,1 0/28/96, 1 0/30/96,0 


10/28/96,10/28/96,10/30/96,0 


1 0/28/96,1 0/28/96, 1 0/28/96, 1 


1 0/28/96,1 0/28/96,1 0/29/96,0 


1 0/28/96, 1 0/28/96, 1 0/29/96,0 


1 0/28/96, 1 0/28/96,1 0/30/96,0 


NGL 00301 
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?m 10/29/96 

12:11:25 AM 


UPDATERS 


ssf 


CN •» Daniel J, Gunia/4 
CN « Lloyd A. Bryan/i 
CN -Bernardene B. V 
CN -Alan R. Tarica; ' 
CN « John E. Spriggs; 



708$ 10/30/96 

12:50:33 PM 


Kitchen, Catherine CN- Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN=Kym M. Adai 
CN*=Bemardene B 
CN -Alan R. Tari 
CN — John E. Spriggs# 


/YCO 

•'/ft 



j2/y 10/31/96 
J 03:43:49 PM 


Mills, Cheryl 

3 <?£/ 

///<?£ 


CN *= Daniel J. Gunia, _ 
CN «= Michael D. Starrtc 
CN m Bemardene B. Wj 
CN*=A!an R. Tari( 
CN*=John E. Spriggs. 



0.130 10/31/96 

07:34:29 PM 


20t> 

V*7 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/Jj 
CN- David M. CornelrssetvH _ 
CN=Bemardene B. Walford/* 
CN- Alan R. Taric: 

CN-John E. Spriggs/0 


/) 10/31/96 

V 07:3 


07:39:02 PM 


Stefanopoutos, 

Helen 


C 


CN- Daniel J. Gi 
CN-Kym M. Adams/ 
CN-Alan R, Taricatf 
CN-John E Spriggs. 


U7 10/31/96 
/v/ 07:41:05 PM 


Gamer, Barbara 


6/?S 


CN- Daniel J. Gunia/* 
CN-Kym M. Adams/I 
CN-Bemardene B. Walford/01 
CN = Alan R. Tan'ca/a* 
CN-John E. Spriggs/* 


Vg 10/31/96 

07:42:34 PM 


Jones, Cyril 

& 


CN = Daniel J, Gunia/j 
CN = Kym M, Adams. _ 

CN =8emardene B. Waif ore 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/l 
CN - John E. Spriggs/1 




Date Revised 

To/29/96,K)/29/967io/29/96,( 


1 0/30/96, 1 0/30/96, 1 1 /20/96,C 


1 0/31/96, 1 0/3 1/96,11 /05/96,C 


10/31/96,1 0/3 1/96,11/1 4/96,C 


10/31/96, 10/31/96,1 1/20/96, ( 


1 0/3 1 /96, 10/31/96,1 1/21 /96,( 


1 0/3 1 /96, 1 0/3 1 /96, 10/31/96/ 


NGL 00302 
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0 


10/31/96 
07:48:45 PM 


UPDATERS 


Smith, Bernice 


a- 


CN Daniel -J.Gi 
CM -Bemardene B. Waifordj 
CM -Alan R. T; 

. CM -John £. Spriggs; 


fCfOl 10/31/96 

07:50:40 PM 


Pushkar, Alice CM - Daniel J. Gurea/j 
CN Valerie G, Rich 
/ CN - Bemardene B.' 

CN — Alan R. Tan* 
CN-John E. Spriggs; 


t/f7 



**6 10/31/96 
7 07:55:19 PM 


Beveridge, Susan 


Y/fg 


CN- Daniel J. Gunlai 

CN- David M. Comelisseru’aBMBMRS^ 
CN -Bemardene B. WafjforfdM B— ttga 
CN«=A!an R, Tarica4PVNPIW 
CN-John E. Spriggs/a 


3$r/ 11/03/96 

11:43:24 AM 


233^ 11/03/96 

03:50:59 PM 


Gunia, Daniel 

37 

t/n 


Dale, Suzanrre 

35<?y 

"M 


CN-SEC_NT/< 

CN —William R, Fcezle; 

CN«=SEC NT® 

CN- Bemardene 8. Waifordj 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/* 
CN-SEC MT/OU — OA/O =EOP 
CN-AlatP R, Tarica® 

CN-John E. Spriggs/B 
CN -Susan P. Powell/4 
CN- Daniel J. Gunia/dT 

CN-SEC NT/OU-OA/O- EOP 
CN- Daniel J. Gunia I0T~ 

CN - Scott D. Rasmussen; 

CN- Bemardene B. Walford/ 
CN- Lloyd A. 8ryan/l 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/il 
CN-John E. Spriggs;! 


11/04/96 

5 * 03:17:47 PM 


Rosenthal, pan 


CN-SEC NT/CU-OA/O— EOP 
CN- Valerie G. Rich,'® 

CN- Bemardene B. Waif or d/fl 
CN-Alan R. Tsrica/* 
CN-Jchn E. Spriggs/fl 


jO>3 H/04/96 

03:21:46 PM 


Warren, Setti 

s*9 

V?7 


CN-SEC NT/OU - 0A/0 - COP 
CN- Valerie G. Rid 
CN- Bemardene 8. Walford/* 
CN-Alan R. Taric: 

CN - John E Spriggs! 


Date Revised 

T0/3 1/96, 1 0/3 1 /96, 1 6731 /96~0 


1 0/31 /96, 1 0/3 1 /96, 11/1 5/96,0 


1 0/31 /96, 10/31/96,1 1/t 4/96,0 


1 1/03/96,1 1/03/96,1 1/03/96,1 


1 1/03/96,1 1/03/96,1 1/04/96,1 


1 1/04/96,1 1 /04/96,1 1/05/96,0 


1 1/04/96,1 1/04/96,1 1/05/96,C 


NGL 00303 
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Created Name UPDATERS 




11/04/96 
03:59:32 PM 


Beaubaire, David CN - SEC NT/OU - O A/O - EOP 

CN - Richard C. Crum/fl — 

CN = Bernardene 8. Watford/® 
CN *= Alan R. Taric; 

//oa CN = John E. Spriggs M 

•/ YX CN = Robert VC Haas# 


t3-W 

Am 


PW 


11/04/96 
05:52:11 PM 


Balderston, Kris 

m 

Vi? 


CN -SECJTTVOU -OA/O -EOP 
CN-Mictael D. Stanton/®! 
CN -Bernardene B. W alford/< 
CN — Alan R. Tari< 

CN —Daniel J. Gunra; . 

CN - John E. Spriggs/f 



70&/ 11/04/96 
' 05:58:18 PM 


McGuire, Anne 


3fr# 


CN-SEC NT/OU -OA/O = EOP 
CN«Micfttel D. Stanton/* 
CN— Bernardene B. Watford/ 
CN — Alan R. Tarica/€<r 
CN - John E. Spriggs/ 


3$ 9# 11/04/96 

07:26:46 PM 


Morrison, Mary 

W 

‘/A? 


CN-SEC NT/OU -O A/O -EOP 
CN —David M. Comelissen/® 
CN - Bernardene B. Walford/ 
CN -Scott D. Rastnu ssst 
CN-AJan R. Tarica/* - ^ 

CN— John E. Spriggs/I 


W e /4 11/04/96 
7 07:30:14 PM 


Graham, Laura 

A3 


CN — SEC_NT/OU-OA/0 —EOP 
CN —David M. Comelissei 
CN - Bernardene B. Walfordi 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/I 
CN«John E. Spriggs/* 


r-sry 11/05/96 

01:01:24 PM 


Stem, Todd 



CN -SEC_NT/0U -O A/O -EOP 
CN=Kym M. Adams ifl 
CN- Bernardene B. Watford/* 
CN-A!an R. Tarica/'IBS - ^ 

CN - John E. Spriggs/* 


n/05/96 
7 01:07:31 PM 


Captan, Phillip 

ify 

V? 


CN -SEC_NT/OU -OA/O -EOP 

CN- Michael D. Sranton/4®®®®*** 
CN -Bernardene B. Wa lter d/gwSS H®®* 
CN-Alan R. Tarica/MHgHbr 
CN-John E. Spri6gs/C9*BH®BBR 


Date Revised 

Tl /04/96, 1 1 /04/96 3T/C5/96,C 


1 1 /04/96, 1 1 /04/S6.1 1 /06/96 f C 


1 1 /04/96,1 1 /04/96;1 1 /06/96.C 


1 1 mm a 1 mm. 1 1 /07/96,c 


11/04/96,11/04/96,1 1/08/S6,C 


1 1 mm. 1 1 /05/96, 1 1 /20/96,C 


1 1 /05/96, 1 1 /OS/96,1 1 /06/96,( 


NGL 00304 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


'M 


11/05/96 
01:19:09 PM 


Cleveland, Carolyn CM -SEC NT/OU-OA/O-EOP 

CN « Valene G. K " 

*/£/ CN =Bemardene B. Walfofd/3 

’ ' CN - Alan R, Tarica/® 

CN- John E, Spriggs/1 




3f7 


11/06/96 
02:49:30 PM 


Craighead, Kelly 

3S- 


CN - Arthur C, Caisguiran/® 

CN - Valerie G. Rid ' 

CN -Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/® 

CN - John E Spriggs/® 


/ 11/06/96 

& 03:16:20 PM 


McCathran, Elen 

2 



CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran® 

CN -David M. Comeiissen/® 
CN - Antlwny W, McDonald/® 
CN-Bemardene B. Watford/®" 
CN - Alan R. Taric. 

CN - John E Spriggs/C 


11/06/96 
^ 03:26:43 PM 


Neslen, David 

u 




CN- Arthur C. Caiiguirai 
CN - David M, Comelisst 
CN = Alan R, Tarica/ _ 
CN=John E. Spriggs/( 


n/y 


1 1 /06/96 Streett, Stephanie CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran, 

03:37:05 PM CN - Valerie G. Rich/<*““ 

CN-Bemardene B. Wa lfordi 
CN-Alan R. Torica/® 

CN - John E. Spriggs! 


iff 

8 / 9 ? 


6 11/06/96 

03:39:22 PM 


Peterson, Karen 

r 


CN- Arthur C. Caliguiran/J 
CN-Kym M. Adam s/f — 
CN -Bernardene B, W 
CN= Alan R. Tarica, 

CN - John E. Spriggs; 



11/07/96 
09:22:15 AM 


Sofis-Doyle, 

Patrida 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/I 

CN - David M. Comei issen/® 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/CS 
CN -Teresa L. Chiarrto/t 
CN — John E. Spriggs 


Date Revised 

Ti/05/96,1 1/05/96,01/23/97,0 


1 1 /06/96,1 1/05/96,1 1 11 4/96,0: 


1 1 /06/96,1 1 /06/96, 1 1 /07/96,1 


1 1/06/96,1 1/06/96,1 1/07/96,0: 


1 1 /06/96,1 1 /06/96, 1 1 / 1 4/96,0 


1 1 /06/96,1 1 /06/96,1 1 /1 5/96,0 


1 1 /07/96.1 1 /07/96,1 1 /07/96.0 


NGL 0030s 
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UY7 11/07/96 

02:08:59 PM 


UPDATERS 


Band, Douglas 

S7c><r 

"/u 


CN= Arthur C, Caliguiran/® 
CN>= David M, Comelissen/ 
CN= Bernardene B. Walford/® 
CN«Alan R, Tarica/® 

CN *= Daniel J. Gunia® 

CN = John E Spriggs® 


1 1 /07/96, 1 1 /07/96,1 1 /1 3/96,0 


ym 


11/07/96 
02:15:32 PM 


Chirwa, Dawn 


At 


CN-= Arthur C, Caliguira 
CN*= David M, Cometisser 
CN *= Bernardene B. Walford/ 
CN«=AJan R. Taric; 

CN = John E Spriggs/® 


1 1 /07/96,1 1 /07/96, 1 1 /1 3/96,0 


11/07/96 
02:20:24 PM 


Kagan, Eena 


CN <= Arthur C. Caliguirarj/j 
CN«=Kym M. Adams/ 

CN = Daniel J. GuniaA 
CN ■= Bernardene B. Y> 
CN*=Alan R, Tarica< 

CN ■= John E. Spriggs/* 



1 1/07/96,1 1/07/96,1 1/20/96,0 


W? 11/07/36 

02:52:03 PM 


Johnson, 

Rochester 

9 v 

#/f( 


CN Arthur C. Caliguiran/ 
CN *= David M. Comeiissen/ 
CN ■= Bernardene B. Walford/ 
CN*=AIan R. Tarica® 

CN = John E. Spriggs/® 


1 1/07/96,1 1/07/96,1 1/07/96,1 


/&<? 11/07/96 
' 7 03:01:00 PM 


Paxton, Sally 

y/fg 


CN ^Arthur C. Caliguirai 
CN«= David M. Comelissei 
CN *= Bernardene B. Walfo 
CN-AIan R. Torico/( _ 
CN«=John E Spriggs/| 



1 1 /07/96.1 1 /07/96, 1 1 /1 3/96,0 


11/07/96 
03:16:45 PM 


Undsey, Bruce 


>7 


CN = Arthur C. Caliguiran, 

CN = Kym M. Adams# 

CN « Bernardene B. W alford/ 
CN *= Alan R, Tarica® 

CN - John E. Spriggs/® 

CN= Bernardene B. Walford/® 


1 1 /07/96, 1 1 /07/96, 1 1 /1 5/96,0 


11/07/96 
07:53:44 PM 


Ryan, Evan 

MGt, 

i'Y% 


CN *= Daniel J, Gunia/® 

CN = Kym M. Adams® 

CN «= Bernardene B. Wal ford /® 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/® 

CN = John E Spriggs/S 


1 1/07/96,1 1/07/96,12/04/96,0 


NGL 00306 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


50 


11/07/96 
08:11:53 PM 


Berry, Marsha CN- Daniel J. Gunia/S 

CN-Kym M. Adams ft 
/0 CN = Bemardene B, Walford* 

CN = Alan R. Tarics 

— ~ CN = John E, Spriggs/IB 




11/08/96 
09:15:05 AM 


Waldman, Michael CN « Arthur C. CafiguiratJ 
CN « Richard C, Crum/0"" 


r/rg 

V/»4 


CN -Bemardene B. Walford/H 
CN-AIan R. Tarica/« “ 
CN — John E. Sprig; 


9/W 11/08/96 
7 00 . 74:08 


09:24:08 AM 


Saunders, G, 

3#?$' 

f/f? 


CN- Arthur C, Caliguirai 
CN- Richard C. Crum/ - * 
CN- Bernards ie B. VV 
CN— Azan R, Tarii 
CN —John £. Sprigg: 



f &/XT H/08/96 
v 09:31:22 AM 


Johnson, Robeit 


tegf 

YAy 


CN -Arthur C. Caliguirai 
CN — Mediae! D. Stantoi 
CN —Bemardene B. WaJ 
CN— Alan R, Tarica/1_ 
CN=Jchn E. Spriggs/j 



11/08/96 
09:37:16 AM 


Valdez, Suzanna 

e/ 


5/9? 


CN- Arthur C« Caliguirai 
CN -= Michael D. Stant< 
CN- Bemardene B. W< 
CN— Alan R. Tan'ca/ 
CN-John E. Spriggs/1 



W? 11/08/36 

09:39:31 AM 


U, Gordon 

O 

H/f1 


CN —Arthur C. Caliguiraru 
CN= Scott D. Rasmussen® 
CN- Bemardene B. WalfordJj 
CN = Alan R. Tarica® 
CN=John E. Spriggs/lJ 


1 1/08/96 Stott, Darby 

11:36:07AM jtyyx. 

V97 


CN -Arthur C. Catigufaan/® 

CN ■= Kym M. Adams/®®* . 
CN-Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN— Alan R. Tariea/®. 

CN '-John E. Spriggs/<( 


Date Revised 

1 1 mm, 1 1 mm, 1 T 1 mm, 1 

1 1/08/96, n/08/96,1 1/13/96, C 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,11/08/96,C 

1 1 708/96,1 1 /08/96, 1 2/3 1 /96,C 

1 1 /OS/96,1 1/08/96,1 2/31/96,C 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 1/12/96,C 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 t/22/36,C 
NGL 00307 
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UPDATERS 


“7^7 11/08/96 

11:53:36 AM 


Schwartz, Laura 


CN « Arthur C. Caliguiran,# 

CN“Kym M. Adams/* 

CN“ Bemardene B. Walford/ 
CN «= Alan R. TaricaJI 
CN = John E. Spriggs/d 


77Z H/08/96 
J 11:58:56 AM 


Currie, Betty 

W 

>/% 


CN “Arthur C. Caliguiran/ 

CN <=Kym M, Adams, « — 

CN *- Bemardene B. Watford/d 
CN “ Alan R. Taric; 

CN “John E. Spriggs,! 


ty/g lt/08/96 


12:01:37 PM 


Cameron, Rebecca CN ** Arthur C. Caiiguir; 
. _ CN -=Kym M. Adams/r 

t CN *= Bemardene B. Wa 

CN=AJan R. Tarica, 
is A, CN “John E. Sprigi 



7493 11/08/96 

02:32:54 PM 


Scoville, Brooks 

r^76 


n M 


CN “Arthur C. Caligu 
CN “Kym M. Adams, 
CN *= Bemardene B. V 
CN “ Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN “John E. Sprigg: 



11/08/96 
02:44:54 PM 


Capps, Laura 

Hi.? 


6/97 


CN » Arthur C. Cafiguirai 
CN “David M. Comelissen/ 
CN “Bemardene B. Walforr 
CN~Alan R. Tari< 

CN “John E. Sprigg: 



H/08/96 
02:48:18 PM 


Reynolds, Stacy 

6/ 




CN “Arthur C. CaliguiranA 
CN “ Michael D. Stant< 

CN “Bemardene B. W< 

CN “Alan R. Tarica,.. 

CN “John E. Spriggs, 



11/08/96 
03:37:17 PM 


Alston, Mildred 


S/97 


CN “Arthur C. Caliguiran/fl 
CN“Kym M. Adams/ff, 

CN “Michael O. Stantor 
CN “Bemardene B. Wafford/1 
CN “William R. Feezlefl 
CN= Arthur C. Caliguirarv 
CN “Robert W. Haas! - 
CN “ Daniel J, Gunia/ 


Date Revised 

1 1 /08/96.1 1 /08/96,ll /18/96.0 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 1/22/96,0: 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,1 1/19/96.0: 

1 1 /08/96,1 1 /08/96.01/1 6/97,0- 

1 1 /08/96, 1 1 /08/96, 1 2/1 8/96,0: 

1 1/08/96,1 1/08/96,11/22/96,0 

NGL 00308 
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'M 


Created 


1 1 /1 4-/96 
12:45:03 PM 


Name 


Bowles, Erskioe 


s'A? 


UPDATERS 


CN = Daniel J. Guraa? 
CN *= Valerie G, Rich; 
CN= Bemardene B. \ 
CM = Alan R. Tarica/ 
CM «= John E. Spriggs/! 



^SW ttfl4/96 

12:52:61PM 


mr 

i/?7 


CM *= Dante! J. Gunia/ __ 

CM ■= David M. Comelisser 
CN ■= Bemardene B. W alfon 
CM ^ Alan R. Tarics/1 
CN ^Robert W« Haas/ 

CN >= John E. Sprigg: 


y^S7 11/14/96 

03:22:22 PM 


Anderson, Lori 




CN = Daniel J. Gunia/f 
CN*=Kym M. Adams/ 
CN=Bemardene B. V 
CN = Alan R. Taricafl 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN = John E, Spriggs/ 



/y& 11/15/96. 

^ 12:25:46 FM 


Hughes, Edward 


'/r? 


CN= Daniel J. Gunia/H _ 
CN=Kym M. Adams/{1 
CN = Bemardene B. Watford/I 
CN *=AIan R. Tarica M 
CN = John E. Spriggs, € 


2966 11/15/96 

02:12:59 PM 


Hantin, Kirk 

* f /?6 


CN *= Daniel J. Gunia/ 

CN ■* Bemardene 6. Walforffi 
CN *= Alan R. Tarica/tf 
CN=John E. Spriggs/K 


J/ 11/15/96 
' 04:26:54 PM 


Showers, Wendy 




CN= Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN - Bemardene B. Waif ord 
CN = Alan R, Taricafl ~~ 
CN=John E. Spriggs/® 


i$S 11/18/96 

02:36:22 PM 


Betsky, David 

z 


CN •= Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN«=Kym M. Adams, 
CN = Bemardene B. V 
CN-=Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN =John E. Sprigg: 



Date Revised 

1 1 /1 4/96, 1 1 n 4/96/11/1 4/96,0 


1 1 /1 4/96, 1 1 1% 4/96, 1 1 n 4/96, 1 


1 1 /1 4/96, 1 1 /1 4/96, 1 1 /25/96,0 


1 1 /1 5/96, 1 1 n 5/96, 1 1 /20/96,0 


1 1 /1 5/96, 1 1 n 5/96, 1 1 n 5/96,0 


1 1 /1 5/96, 1 1 /1 5/96, 1 2/1 2/96,0 


1 1 n 8/96, 1 1 1\ 8/96,1 1 /21 /96,0 
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W$tf 1 1/20/96 
v 09:50:59 AM 


UPDATERS 


Canter, Virginia 

/St 

PA? 


CN*=Pau5 F. Dagenai: _ _ 
CN = Bemardene B. Walfon 
CN=Aian R, Tarlca, 
CN=John E 


^ 11/20/96 


03:13:33 PM 


Evans, Madalene 

<? 


CN -Daniel J. Gunia/ 

CN -Jeffrey E Harr 
CN- Bemardene B. Walford* 
CN-AianR.Tsrica/L 
CN = John E Spriggs/S 


11/21/96 
03:03:12 PM 


Moore, Linda 


CN= Arthur C. Caliguiraru 
CN-Kym M. Adams/«T" 
CN= Bemardene B. W alford/Q 1 
CN=AIan R. Taric. 

CN«=John E. Spriggsii 


A24 11/21/96 

05:14:44 PM 


Sosnik, Douglas 


y? 


CN= Daniel J. Gunia/I 

CN - Kym M. Adams/«L 

CN = Bemardene B. Wajford/Oj 
CN=Aian R. TaricaflT 
CN = John E. Spriggs/* 


rt&3 11/21/96 

07:56:56 PM 


Silverman, Joshua CN- Daniel J. Gunia* 

CN-SEC_NT/C 

CN •= Kym M, Adams/*_ . 
CN- Bemardene B. Watford/* 
CN = Alan R. Tadca/fl 
CN - Daniel J, Gunia/I 
CN = John E Spriggs* 


Mfy 


33&> H/21/96 
' 08:02:29 PM 


Crisd, Michelle 

74? 


CN <= Daniel J. Gunia* 
CN-SEC_NT* 

CN - Kym M. Adams* 

CN = Bemardene B. Watford/ 
CN = Alan R. Taric, 

CN - John E. Spriggs/J 




11/21/96 
03:05:21 PM 


Emanuel, Rafun 

37 




CN - Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN-SEC NT/ : _ 
CN-Kym M. Adai 
CN -Bemardene B. 
CN-Alan R. Tarica; 
CN -John E Spriggs] 



Date Revised 

il/20/96,1 1/20/96, 1l720/96“c 


1 1/20/96,1 1/20/96,03/1 1/97,0 


11/21 /96, 1 1/21/96,1 1 /22/96.0 


1 1 12 1 /96, 1 1 a 1 m, 1 1 /22/96,0 


11/21/96,1 1/21 /36, 1 2/03/96,0 


1 1 /2 1 /96, 1 1 /2 1 /96, 1 1 /25/96,0 


1 1/21/96,1 1/21/96,1 1/25/36, C 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 




11/21/96 
08:07:17 PM 


Engskov, Paul 

as- 



CN *= Daniel J, G unta/fl 
CN = SEC_NT/€ 

CN ^KyrrTM. Adam s/0 
CN - Bemardene B. W atford/ 
CN-=AIan R. Tarica/G 
CN=John E. Spriggs® 


1 1 /2 1 m, 1 1 /21 /96, 1 2/03/96, C 


$3/3 11/21/96 

08:13:54 PM 


Mason, Julie 


x?aj 


CN *= Daniel J, Gunia/® 
CN*=SEC_6 

CN*=Kym”M. Adams/® 

CN= Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN *= Alan R. Taric. 

CN «=John E- Spriggs® 


1 1 12 1 /96, 1 1 12 1 12 6, 1 2/03/96,C 


/y?Y 


11/21/96 
08:16:20 PM 


Toiv, Barry 

/jr 

4^r 


CN *= Daniel J, Gunia/fll 
CN «=Kym M, Adams/® 

CN = Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN ■= Alan R, Taria 
CN=John £. Spriggs® 


1 1/21/96,1 1/21/96,1 1/26/96, C 


Oyo 11/21/96 


Vega, Dag 

ff9 


CN ■= Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN*=SEC_NT/® 

CN *= Kym M. Adams/<3 
CN *= Bemardene B, Wolford/® 
CN«=AIan R. Tarica/(1 
CN=John E. Spriggs® 


11/21 /96, 11/21 /96, 1 1 /26/96,C 


3# 


11/21/96 
08:48:04 PM 


McCurry, Michael 


c 

C /fS 


CN «= Daniel J- Gunia/ 
CN=SEC_NT/C 
CN «=Kym M. Adams/ 

CN - Bemardene B. Walford/*® 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/C 
CN ~ John E. Spriggs® 


1 1/21/96,1 1/21/96,1 2/03/96, C 


^ 11/22/96 

fy/ 09:38:43 AM 


O’Shea, Rosemary CN-=Paul F. Dagenais/® 

CN = Bemardene 8. Wa lford/* ® 
Si/ CN=AIan R. Tarics 

' CN = John E. Spriggs/® 


Vf? 


1 1/22/96,1 1/22/96, 11 /22/96,C 




11/22/96 
10:29:12 AM 


Skinner, C. 

{ 4 ? 


CN *= Paul F. Dagenaisi 

CN*= Bemardene B. Walfon 
CN=Alan R, Tari« 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


1 1/22/96,1 1/22/96,1 1/22/96.C 


NGL 00311 
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UPDATERS 


7 OS' 
'*/% 


CM = Daniel J. Gui 
CN«=Kyro M. P 
CN=Befnardene B. Waif or di 
ON = Alan R. Taric 
ON = John E. Spriggs^ 


ffSy 11/25/96 

01:18:04 PM 


Costello, Brenda 

tY(7 


CN *= Daniel J. Gunia/fl 
CN=Kym M. Adam 
CN^Bemardene B. Wajford/H 
CN«=A!an R. Taric; 

CM «= John E Spriggs! 




11/25/96 
01:23:15 PM 


Walker, Ann 

>090 

¥?<£ 


CN*= Daniel J. Gunia/j 
CN = Kym M. Adam; 
CN = Bemardetie B. ' 
CN^AIan R. Taricai 
CN = John E Spriggs) 



Js 1 1/25/96 

01:34:02 PM 


Tamagni. Jordan 

30 


fa-. 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/{ 
CN“Kym M. Adams) 
CN»=Pad F. Dagenai: 
CN=Bemardene B. V 
CN=A!an R. Tarica, 
CN = Robert W. Haas. 
CN “John E Spriggs, 



^^ 4 ^/ 11 / 25/96 


01:42:37 PM 


Shih, June 

09B 

*/fy 


CN = Daniel J. Guru’; 
CN«=Kym M. Adam; 
CN “Bemardene B. ' 
CN — Alan R. Tarica, 
CN=John E. Sprig; 



H/25/96 
01:49:09 PM 


Muscatine, Alison CN*= Daniel J. Gunla 
. _ CN e=Kym M. Adam; 

3 60 CN = Bemardene B. \ 

CN «=> Alan R. Tarica/^ 
CN =John E. Spriggs 

rr? 



// ■> j 11/26/96 Hildebrand, Evelyn CN“ Paul F. DagenaisjjHHMBBM® 

7 03:4i : 07 PM CN^AIan R. Tarica/ij^^^^^^.^^ 

/ g CN “John E Spriggs^PMPS^ 


Date Revised 

1 1 /2 2/9 6,1 1 Z22/96, 1 1 /26/96X 


1 1 asm, 1 1 /25/9S, 1 1 /27/96,0 


1 1/25/96,1 1/25/96,1 1/27/96,0 


1 1 /25/96, 1 1 /25/96, 1 1 /27/96.0 


1 1 /25/96,1 1 /25/96,1 1/27/96,0 


1 1 Z25/96, 1 1 /25/96, 1 2/03/96,0 


1 1 /26/96,1 1 /26/96, 1 1 /26/96,C 
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Crested 


Name 


UPDATERS 


Date Revised 
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U& 


12/04/96 
01:18:34 PM 


UPDATERS 



CN *= Danie! J. ( 

CN*SEG NT/OU* 

CN - Valerie G. fttet 
CN*=Befnar<Jene 8. Watford/I 
CN=Alan R. Tar 
CN = John E. Spriggs 


2J 12/09/96 
^ 03:58:23 PM 


Mendoza, Manuel CN * Dared J. Gw 

CN =Uoyd A. Bryan/ 

C CN *= Bemardene B. Waif ord/ 

CN^Alan R. Tarte 
CN =John £ Spt 




12/09/36 
04:12:29 PM 


Dutton, Katharine CN*= Daniel J. Guol; 

CN = Da vid M. Cometlsseni 
'3/3y / CN= Bemardene B, Walton 

CN«Alan R. Taricai * 
CN=John E. Spriggi 


j4? 



(<*')/ 12/10/96 
7 ' 12:43:35 PM 


2/3? 

! /t7 


CN ■= Daniel J, Gunial _ 

CN « David M. Comeiissen/ 
CN= Bemardene B. Walforc 
CN = Alan R. Tarica), 
CN=John £ Spriggs 



tyj 12/10/96 

12:45:35 PM 


McCathran, William CN*= Daniel J. Gunta/j 
CN ^ Richard C. ‘ 
CN«= Bemardene B, \ 
CN-Alan R. Tarica/* 
CM** John E. Spriggs 


H3 

‘'A? 



(tCAT 12/10/96 

01:01:59 PM 


Thomas HI, Edwin CN - Daniel J. Gur 
CN = Richard C. Cf 
r && CN = Bemardene 6. \ 

CN •= Alan R. Tarica/< 
CN - John E Spri< 



i£7$ 12/10/S6 

* 01:04:53 PM 


Kalbaugh, David 


«ju. 

‘A> 


CN^Danief J. Guni: 
CN -Richard C. Cn 
CN >= Bemardene B. 
CN = Alan R. Tari< 
CN=John E. Sprigs 



Date Revisjed 

1 2/04/96“ 1 2/04/96,01/02/97^0 


1 2/09/96, 1 2/1 0/96,01/06/97,0 


12/09/96,12/10/96,01/06/97,0 


1 2/1 0/96,1 2/1 0/96,01/06/97,0: 


1 2/1 0/96,1 2/1 0/96,01/1 0/97.0 


12/10/96,12/10/96,12/10/96,0 


1 2/1 0/96,1 2/1 0/96,01/10/97,0 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


U// 


12/10/96 
01:09:52 PM 


Williams, Sherman CM = Daniel J. 

CN = Richard C, 


2*7 

*/?-} 


CN “Bemardene i 

CM = Alan R. Tarii 

CN=John E. Spriggsj 



12/10/36 

' ^ 01:29:59 PM 


Cohen, Steven 


CN= Daniel J. Gunis> 

CN - David M. Cometissen/ 
CN ■= Bemardene B. Walfoa 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/ 

CN “John E. Sprigi 



Marshalf, Caprida CN “ Daniel J. Gunfa 

04:53:07 PM CN = David M. ComefissetV 

CN =Bernardene B, Walfort 
CN = Alan R. Tarica- 
CN =John E. Sprig? 





Farnsworth, Sarah CN = Daniel J. G uni 

CN =David M. Comel Tsset 
CN = Afan R. Tarit 
CN = John E, Spriggi 




V/*. 


f? 


if 2 12/17/96 

08:54:40 PM 


Hothem, &ic 






CN “Daniel J. Gunia/' 

CN “David M. Comelissen/ 
CN “ Bemardene B. Walfort 
CN “ Alan R. Tarica/^ 

CN “John E. Sprigg: 



13 T3/ 12/17/g6 

09:01:18 PM 


if is 

"V'fy 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia, _____ 
CN= David M. Comelissen/ 
CN“ Bemardene B. Walfon 
CN = Afan R. Tarica/J 
CN = John E. Sprigg/ 





12/18/96 
11:23:16 AM 


Goldberg, Adam 

?fg 

Vf7 


CN“ Daniel J. 

CN *= Bemardene B. 

CN = AIan R. Tarica 

CN “ John E. Spriggs^mHHBv 


Date Revised 

12/1 0/96/1 2/10/96^12/1 Q/9*U 


1 2/1 0/96, 1 2/1 0/96, 1 2/1 0/96,0 


1 2/1 7/96, 1 2/1 7/96,01 /03/97.0 


1 2/1 7/96,1 2/1 7/96,1 2/30/96,0 


1 2/1 7/96, 1 2/1 7/96,01 /03/97,0 


1 2/1 7/96, 1 2/1 7/96, 1 2/30/96,0 


1 2/1 8/96,1 2/1 8/96,1 2/1 8/96,0 
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Created 


Name 


UPDATERS 


Date Revised 



308 


Created 


us 


1 2/23/96 
01:35:57 PM 


Name UPDATERS 


Gaines, Karen 

// 

7*0 


CN*=Paul F. Dagenais/( 
CN=Aian R. Tarica/C" 
CN = John E Spriggs; 


Date Revised 

1 2/23/96,1 2/23/96,1 2/23/96.C 


2Y73 


12/23/96 
02:11:46 PM 


Dominguez, 

Marie-Therese 





CN - Pad F. Dagenais/®V®VH|^toH^^p 
CN ■= Bemardene B. Watford^^^^^^H^Hr 
CN *= Alan R. 

CN«=John E Spriggs^HH^BHv 


1 2/23/96, 1 2/23/9 6, 1 2/23/9 6,C 


5&P 


12/24/96 
12:58:05 PM 


Pribulsky, Jaycee 

yyf 

797 


CN*=Paul F. Dagenais/I 
CN = Bemardene B. Watford/< 
CN = AJan R. TaricaA 
CN *= John E Sprigg: 


1 2/24/96, 1 2/24/96, 1 2/24/96.C 


ij/<r 12/27/96 
r * , ' J 01:43:45 PM 


Robinson, Helen 


.-'-V 


CN ■= Daniel J. Guni; 
CN = Lloyd A. Bryai 
CN = Bemardene B. 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica; 
CN=John E. Spriggl 



1 2/27/96, 1 2/27/96,01 /1 4/97.C 


$// 


12/30/96 
10:15:58 AM 


Popp, Karen 


V9 

7fe 


CN - Paul F. Dagenais/® 

CN •= Bemardene B. WalfordJ 
CN *= Alan R. Tarica/® 

CN ■= John E. Sprigg# 


1 2/30/96,1 2/30/96,1 2/30/96,C 


fu 01/02/97 
7 05:11:17 PM 


Goldberg, Diane 

•y 


CN = Daniel J. 

CN*- Alan R. lari c a 


b/fy 


01/02/97,01 /02/97,01 /02/97 


4/37 01/03/97 
* M 1 2:42:45 PM 


Podesta, John 

/S' 7 


Vf7 


CN *= Daniel J. Gunia/® 

CN >= Bemardene B. WalfordJ 
CN=AIan R. Tarica/«fl 
CN = John E. Sprigg# 


01/03/97,01/03/97,01/03/97, ( 


NGL 00317 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


V/ff 


01/16/97 
03:11:42 PM 


Kali!, Thomas 

£330 

$4? 


CN- Daniel J. Guniaj 

CN- David M. Comelisset 
CN- Bemardene B. Walfo 
CN=Alan R. Tarii 
CN -John E. Spriggi 



01/1 6/97,01 /1 6/97,01 /1 7/97,0 


If 3/ 


01/18/97 
09:23:47 AM 


Kullman, Karin 

3lg- 

f /?7 


CN -Daniel J. Guniafi 
CN = Bemardene B. Walford/ 
CN-AIan R. Taric; 

CN -John E. Spriggs! 


01 /1 8/97,01/1 8/97,01/21/97,0: 


W9 


01/1 8/97 
1 1 :57:33 AM 


Turner, June 

7/7. 

$4? 


CN*= Daniel J. Guniaj*l 
CN- Bemardene B. Walford/® 
CN - Alan R. Taric< 

CN=John E. Spriggs^ 


01/1 8/97,01/1 8/97,0 1 /1 8/97,0: 


<-<&> 01/18/97 
^ c ' 12:00:04 PM 


Newman, Elizabeth CN - Daniel J. 

CN- Bemardene B. Walford/^BBBiSIff’ 
^ O0 <j CN- Alan R. Ta ri ca 

CN-John E. SpriggsT^BHIHHw 


'/?7 


01 /I 8/97,01 /1 8/97,01 11 8/97,0: 


12:39:01 


Marshall, William 

Y?7 


CN - Paul F. Dagcnais/I 

CN = Bemardene B. Walford/1 
CN-AIan R. Tarica /<_ 
CN-John E. Spriggs^ 


01 /21 /9 7,0 1 /2 1 /97,0 1 /2 1 /97,0: 


0^01/22/97 

1 1 :36:34 AM 


Shimabukuro, 

Leanne 


3<f/ 


Y?y 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/1 
CN - Valerie G. Ri< 

CN - Bemardene E 
CN = AIan R. Tari< 

CN - John E. Spriggs, 



01/22/97,01/22/97,01/23/97,0: 


, 01/22/97 Vellenga, Thomas CN -Daniel J. Guni; 

7%% 01:23:38 PM CN -Valerie G, Ri. 

CN = Bemardene B. 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/ 
. / CN - John E. Sprigg 

y?7 



01/22/97,01/22/97,01/23/97,0 
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■7//- 01/22/97 

'< 07:02:50 PM 


Bubtick Max, 
Sandra 


CN- Daniel J. GuniaMttK 
CN- Valerie G. Rich^BH 
CN - Bernardene B. Walfordl 
CN - Alan FL Tarica^HHH 
CN «= John E. Spriggs^^BI 


01 /22/97,01/22/97,01/23/97,0 


'G/tS 01/23/97 
9 T*7 09:38:33/ 


. CN - Pad F. Dagenais/^BK 
CN- Bernardene B. Walford/1 
CN=Alan FL Tarica/AHB 
CN - John E. Spriggs!^BH 


01 /23/97,01 /23/97.0 1/23/97,0 


CN- Daniel J. Gunia 
CN *= David M. Comelisse 
CN - Michael J. Schauer/, 
CN -Bernardene B. Watford, 
CN -Alan R. Tarica/t 
CN=John E. Spriggs! 


01 /23/97,01 /23/97,01 /24/97,0 


01/23/97 
03:29:59 PM 


Jennings, 

Christopher 


CN- Daniel J. Gunia/J 
CN- Valerie G. Ri 
CN -Bernardene B. 
CN = Alan R. Tan 
CN - John E, Spriggs. 


01 /23/97,01 /23/97,01 /27/97,0 


01/23/97 

/ 7JL 07:46:18 PM 


CN -Daniel J. Gunia/§MHBB| 
CN -SEC NT/OU-OA/O-EOP 
CN -David M. Come!issen/fl» 
CN — Bernardene B. Watford/® 
CN - Alan R. Tan ca/0|^®^E 
CN - John E. Spriggs,' WK|gg| 


01 /23/97,01 /23/97.01 /24/97,0 


VC- ^ 01/23/97 
J 07:58:36 PM 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia/flHBH 
CN - Lloyd A. Bryan/BB^H 
CN - Bernardene B. Walford/j 
CN -- Alan R. TaricaflBB'*! 

CN - John E. Spriggsfl^®|! 


0 1 /23/97,01 /23/97.01 /28/97.0 


Crr'c 01/23/97 
J ' 08:05:48 F 


CN — Daniel J. Gunia/BBfe; 
CN -Valerie G. RkJxOTI 
CN— Bernardene B. Watford/ 
CN -Alan R. Tarica/^^HK 
CN-John E Spriggs/^BB 


01/23/97,01/23/97,01/27/97,0 


NGL 00320 


312 


Created Name UPDATERS 


630 


01/24/97 
12:38:25 PM 


Kaplan, Jody 

m 

V97 


CN - Paul F. Paoenaisf<^ ^H^^^^ s 

CN = Bemardene B. 

CN = Alan R. Tarica/flMMHHHB 
CN=John E. Spriggs^HHHI^HHB 


7C><}9 01/28/97 

09:45:10 AM 


Parmelee, Carole 


>?S0 

•/n 


CN = Paul F. Dagenais/IM^H^^^B^^ 
CN = Bemardene B. Walfordi^WB^ WBi^ 
CN = Alan R. Tarica^B|MaMaMA^ 
CN=John E. SpriggsSHHMH^B 




01/28/97 
10:25:15 AM 


Joshlyn, Gay 

//<? 


8/v 


CN = Daniel J. Guni, 

CN ■= David M. Comelis 
CN *= Bemardene B. W% 
CN>=Alan R. Tarica/< 
CN=John E. Spriggs; 



yb/ 


01/28/97 
10:39:51 AM 


Dimond, Paul 

i¥ 

5/7 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia, 
CN= Valerie G. Rii 
CN «= Bemardene B. \ 
CN«=Alan R. Tarica/J 
CN = John E. Sprigg: 



M7 


01/28/97 
10:47:00 AM 


Robyn, Dorothy 

t6/£ 

V97 


CN*= Daniel J. Gunia/ ^ 
CN^ David M. Comelissery 
CN = Bemardene 8. Walfon 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/<_ 

CN= John E. Spriggs/1 





01/28/97 
12:32:27 PM 


Lewis, Ann 

20 


CN=Paul F. Oagenais/^HHHMj^^^^ 
CN ■= Bemardene B. WahordJBWBM H^ 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/#^®fp|l||j|MF^ 

CN - John E. SpriggsjJH^^IB^^BB 




01/28/97 
01:01:32 PM 


Kaplan, Jonathan 

v? 

$4? 


CN =PauI F, Dagenais/fl 
CN ■= Bemardene B. Walford M 
CN«=AIan R. TaricaM 
CN^John E. Spriggij 


Date Revised 

01 724/97,01/24/97,01/24/97,0 


01 /2 8/97,01 /28/97,01 /28/97,0 


0 1 /28/97,0 1 /28/97,0 1 729/97,0 


01/28/97,01 728/97,01/3 1 /97,0 


01 728/97,01/28/97,01/29/97,0 


01/28/97,01 728/97,01 728/97,0 


01/28/97,01/28/97,01/28/97,0 
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m 


Created Name 


01/29/97 Scourfield, 

12:06:14 PM Judithanne 

//&? 

fa 


UPDATERS 


CN“Paul F. Dagenai: 

CN- Bemardene B. Walton: 
CN *= Alan R. Tarica/ 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


~U2 01/29/97 

03:27:44 PM 


Matthews, Sonyia 


//? 

fa 


CN “Daniel J. Guni; 
CN “Valerie G. Rii 
CN- Bemardene E 
CN«=AJan R. Tari< 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 





01/30/97 
03:09:50 PM 


Barnes, Beverly 




97 


CN*=Paul F. Dagenai 
CN- Brian P. McKai( 
CN •= Alan R. Tarii 
CN = John E. Sprigg: 


3a>3 


01/31/97 
01:18:12 PM 


Meyer, Noa 


73/ 

fa 


CN “Paul F. Dagenais/ 
CN*=Alan R. Tari< 

CN =John E. Sprigg: 


w 


01/31/97 
02:04:10 PM 


Siegel, Michael 

/f 


fa 


CN «= Paul F. Dagenais/I 
CN-Alan R. Tari< 

CN =Daniel J. Guniaj 
CN “John E. Spriggs/I 



6/?3 


02/03/97 
11:29:52 AM 


Montoya, Daniel 


JS?3 


CN = Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN*= David M. Comelissen/I 
CN <= Bemardene B. Walford 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/| 

CN “John E. Spriggs/ 



02/03/97 
/ 12:56:36 PM 


Anders, Brenda 


fa 


CN = Paul F. Dagenais/i 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walford/*) 
CN*=Alan R, Tari« 

CN “Daniel J. Gui 
CN “John E. Spriggs^ 


Date Revised 

01 /29/97,01 /29/97.01 /29/97,C 


01/29/97,01/29/97,01/31/97,0 


01/30/97,01/30/97,01/30/97,0 


0 1 /3 1 /9 7,0 1 /3 1 /97,0 1/31/97,0 


01/31/97,01/31/97,01/31/97,0 


02/03/97,02/03/97,02/03/97,0 


02/03/97,02/03/97,02/03/97,0 


NGL 00322 
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nu 


02/04/97 
07:59:28 PM 


Siewert, Jake 

ay 

Vf7 


CN *= Daniel J. Gunia/f 
CN*= Bemardene B. 
CN=Alan R. Tari< 

CN = Daniel J. Guni; 
CN=John E. Spriggs* 



#7/ 


02/05/97 
08:41:49 AM 


Lambrew, Jeanne 

/mr 

34? 


CN Paul F. Dagenais/0flH^^^H||^^HB 
CN *= Bemardene B. Walford ^^WM^^^^r 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/9^^H||^H^H^B 
CN<=John E. Sprigg^^HH^^^Hflr 


Y3St 


02/05/97 
01:47:52 PM 


Sanchez, Ana 


n/% 


CN ■= Daniel J. Guni a/I 
CN «-Bemardene B. V* 
CN^Paul F, Dagenai: 
CN=Alan R. Tarii 
CN = John E. Spriggsl 



0^/02/06/97 
1 12:12:02 PM 


Jasso-Rotunno, 

Cynthia 

25 7 
^97 


CN ■= Paul F. Dagenais/ 

CN = Bemardene B. Walton 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/I 
CN = John E. Sprigg:' 




02/10/97 
02:55:23 PM 


Cutler, Anne 

$7 


CN^Paul F, DagenaisAl 
CN«=Alan R. Tarica/® - ^ 
CN=John E. Sprigg^f 


//$ 02/10/97 
' 03:13:52 PM 


Singer, Sherry 

A? 


CN«=Paul F. Dagenaisj 
CN ^Bemardene B. Walfoh 
CN«=Alan R. Tarica/I 
CN=John E. Spriggsl 


y?/ 02/11/97 

01:14:21 PM 


Kiley, Julie 


If? 


CN «= Paul F. DagenaisA^MH|||H^^B 

CN - Alan 

CN=John E. Spriggs^m^^m^^P 


Date Revised 

02/04/97,02/04/97,02/04/97,C 


02/05/97,02/05/97,02/05/97,0 


02/05/97,02/05/97,02/05/97,0 


02/06/97,02/06/97,02/06/97,0 


02/1 0/97,02/1 0/97,02/1 0/97,0 


02/1 0/97,02/1 0/97,02/1 0/97,0 


02/1 1/97,02/1 1/97,02/1 1/97,0 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


WO 


02/12/97 
10:44:13 AM 


Mayock, Andrew 

Vfy 


CN-Paui F. Dagenais®(B^H^J|||^^^ 

CN = Bemardene B. ill i I 

CN - Alan TaricaflttMj^^^^^pHiV 

CN - John E. SpriggSi^^^BH^HV 


02/1 2/97,02/1 2/97,02/1 2/97,0 


wy 


02/12/97 
12:17:21 PM 


Scott, Marsha CN - Paul F. DagenaisHp|^HK£||^MEtf 

. _ CN -Bemardene B. 

VX CN-Alan R. Tarica/(M^M||^H 

CN = John E Spriggs^HI^HHHiv 



02/1 2/97,02/1 2/97,02/1 2/97,0 


>*T 


02/13/97 
09:42:48 AM 


Smith, Craig 


Z 

Zo 


CN- Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN - Bemardene B. Waff or. 
CN -Alan R. Tarica, 

CN = John E. Sprigg: 


02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,0 


3/^T 02/13/97 

09:44:30 AM 


Lavery, Christopher CN- Daniel J. Guni; 

CN- Bemardene B. Walfor. 
«/ fV CN -Alan R. Tan. 

CN - John E Sprig. 

"A? 


02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,02/13/97,0 


3U 


02/13/97 
11:11:05 AM 


Dass, Usa 


/yz 

As 


CN -Daniel J. Guni; 

CN- Bemardene B. Waif ore 
CN -Alan R. Tan. 
CN=John E. Sprig. 


02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,0 




02/13/97 
02:27:51 PM 


Echaveste, Maria 


As 


CN - Daniel J. Gunia^BHHBHtaMraBMBtt 

CN - Bemardene B. Walford/^B MM ^ |Pffi57 
CN - Alan R. Tarica MBMMInMf 
CN - John E 


02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,0 


^5 7 02/13/97 Tarmey, Marjorie CN -Daniel J. Gunia/VNflH^M|MHMn 

03:02:34 PM CN- Bemardene B. 

< CN - Alan R. Tarica/M|MMMM| 

CN -John E Sprigg^PH^mimf 



02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,02/1 3/97,0 
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,«/2 02 / 13/97 

AVhD 03 : 47:31 PM 


UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


Marcus, Laura 

3 4 7 


CN *= Daniel J. G unia/((__ 

CN = Bemardene B. WalfordJ 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica /(1 
CN^John E. Spriggs! 


02 / 1 3 / 97 , 02 / 1 3 / 97 , 02 / 1 3 / 97,0 




02 / 18/97 
09 : 32:38 AM 


Lockhart, Joseph 

32. 


CN *■= Paul F. Dagenais,! 
CN *= Bemardene B. “ 
CN-=AJan R. Taricai 
CN ■= John E. Spriggsl 


02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97,0 


Y3ez 


02 / 1 8/97 
11 : 28:05 AM 


Murchinson, 

Jonathan 


>9 /s' 




CN-Paul F. 02 / 18 / 97 , 02 / 18 / 97 , 02 / 18 / 97,0 

CN *= Bemardene B. Walfo rd^BB BBBBS EB 
CN = Alan R. Tanoi/MMH|MM|B 0 
CN*=John E. Spriggsfl^HHHH 9 




02 / 18/97 
12 : 10:31 PM 


Moloney, Megan CN = Pad F. Dagenais/WP^MHHH^M^H| 
_ - CN ■= Bemardene B, Walford/^BPBsSlpIplf 

,j4- / CN=Alan R. 

CN ^ John E. Spriggs^i 9 l|HHBHil^ff 



02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97,0 


34 >/// 02 / 18/97 
7?/ 12 : 40:55 PM 


Peterson, Michelle CN«=Pad F. Dagenais/tf 

CN -Bemardene B. Walfjrd/S 
) <~S CN - Alan R. Taric; 

** CN *= John E. SpriggsB 




02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97,0 


///«? 02 / 18/97 

01 : 53:30 PM 


Cole, Charles 


* 



CN - Paul F. Dagenai 02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97 , 02 / 1 8 / 97,0 

CN “ Alan 

CN = John E. Sprig 


02 / 1 9/97 
08 : 27:51 AM 


Ruff, Charies 

5 “ 



CN >= Paul F. Dagenais/ 9 HjHBH||^H||Ha» 
CN Bemardene B. Wall m 
CN = Alan R. 

CN = John E. SpriggddHHHilHB' 


02 / 1 9 / 97 , 02 / 1 9 / 97 , 02 / 1 9 / 97,0 
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02/21/97 Janenda, Thomas CN - Daniel J. Gunia/^BB 

01:37:59 PM CN- Bemardene B, Walford/ 

XJJ / CN-Uoyd A. Bryan/«*g 

CN -Alan R. Tarica/t]^^H^ 
j/._ CN = John E. Spriggs^HK 

'-A 



..-ji/ 02/24/97 Wayne, CN - Pad F. Dagenais/MB 

r J '7 09:37:06 AM Christopher CN - Bemardene B. Walford/< 

, w CN-AIan R. Tarica/t^BM 

* ^7 CN -John E SpriggsBBSi 


fan 


/ /q 02/24/97 Breuer, Lanny CN-Pad F. Dagertals/*BB[ 

fc* 7 ' 11:04:43 AM i<? _ CN -Bemardene B. WJroW 

/ «/ CN = AJan R. Tarica/tMtaBB 

CN-John Q. Spriggs^HMfi 




02/26/97 Weiner, Robert CN-Pad F. DagenaisMH 

10:14:14 AM CN = Brian P. McKaig/flH 

^ CN = Alan R. Tarica/BfiBgS 

CN - John E Spriggs^BBS 

m 



02/26/97 Socarides, Richard CN-Pad F. Dagenais/^BB 

£53# 12:15:40 PM CN -Scott D. Rasmussen^ 

7yA CN - Bemardene B. Walfordl 

CN - Alan R. Tarica/MBH 
£'/ CN - John E. Spriggs^HHH 

— 4j 


Oft HQ, 02/26/97 Williams, Cedly CN -Pad F. Dagenais/^pB 

02'02:35 PM -7 n CN- Bemardene B. Walford/J 

• CN = Uoyd A. Bryan/B^BB 

/ CN - Alan R. Tarica/f^H||| 

«77 Q 1 CN - John E. SpriggsBBSlB 

m 



fTu/~) 02/27/97 Croft, Caroline CN -Pad F. Dagenais/MBI 

7y ' 11:24:30 AM _ _ CN- Bemardene B. WaIfof3/l 

1 

fajJ CN - Alan R. T a rica/B^Wg| 

^ CN-John E Spriggs/^^HE 

0 J CN - Robert W. Haas/BMB 

■ 


02/21 797,02/21/97,02/21 /97,( 


02/24/97,02/24/97,02/24/97,( 


02/24/97,02/24/9 7,02/24/9 7,( 


02/26/97,02/26/97,02/26/97,( 


02/26/97,02/26/97,02/26/97,( 


02/26/97,02/26/97,02/26/97,( 


02/27/97,02/27/97,02/27/97, ( 
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Created 

Name 

UPDATERS 

Date Revised 

02/27/97 
12:58:40 PM 

Filak, Carolyn 

CN = Paul F. Oagenais/#!*^^H|®!? 
CN = Bernardene B. Walfordi^BsSKi 

W 02/27/97,02/27/97,02/27/97,0 

3 

CN-Aian H. i an 

El 


#7 




$iO 


02/28/97 
09:62:55 AM 


Yeh, Irene 

2 

3/^7 


CN-=Pau1 F. Dagenai: 
CN=AJan R. Tari< . 
CN^Paul F. Dagenaisj 
CN = John E. Spriggs" 


02/28/97,02/28/97,02/28/97,0 




02/28/97 
12:52:51 PM 


Imfaroscio, Michael CN = Paul F. Dagenais/ 

CN *=Bemardene B. WalTon 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica, 
CN>=John E. Spriggs/ 


/<? f 


44* 




02/28/97,02/28/97,02/28/97,0 




03/03/97 
11:11:31 AM 


Marr, Charles 


CN ■= Paul F. Dagenais^ 

CN *= Bernardene B. Walford/1 
CN = Alan R. Taricr 
CN=John E. SpriggsS 


03/03/97,03/03/97,03/03/97,0 




J i /i 0 ( 


03/03/97 
12:18:08 PM 


Bass, Walker 



CN ■= Paul F. Danenais.1— MBBKSL — 
CN *= Bernardene B. WalfordJMBP^^^^ 
CN - Alan R. Terica 

CN«=John E. Spriggs^MMBBHSfi* 


03/03/97,03/03/97,03/03/97,0 


m 


03/03/97 
12:46:44 PM 


Rice, Cynthia 

?92 



CN ■= Paul F. D3(jenais/JMJlHSB§§§j|£ 
CN - Brian P. McKaigJ^^^HKpfjff 
CN-Alan R. Tarica/fl^^^Hng|||lL 
CN=John E. Spriggsl^^^HBHHW* 


03/03/97,03/03/97,03/03/97,0 




03/03/97 
01:16:39 PM 


Emmett, Laura 


233$ 

3 /?7 


CN = Paul F. Oagenais/flHI^BHB^^^^ 
CN = Bernardene B. 

CN = Alan R. 

CN «= John E. Spnggs^mpmHB^ 


03/03/97,03/03/97,03/03/97,C 


,Vr ' 7 - 'W327 
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32 




321 


?y$z> 


03/17/97 
12:07:25 PM 


UPDATERS 




CN-Paui F. Dagenais/I 
CN -Scott D. Rasmus:' 
CN -Bemardene B. W< 
CN=Alan R. Tarii 
CN -John E. Sprigs 
CN — DanieJ J. Gunia, 



n 


03/17/97 
01:57:13 PM 


Jacanin, Marilyn 

7 


CN *= Daniel J. Guni; _ 
CN- David M. Comelisse 
CN ■ Bemardene B. Walft 
CN — Alan R. Tarica/< 
CN-John E. Sprig: 



Palmieri, Jennifer CN = Daniel J. Gunia/I 
_ CN = Bemardene B. Wa 

2,5 <2 CN - Richard C. Crum/^ 

/ CN -Alan R. Tarica / 

7/dJ CN*=John E. Sprigg: 



Parker, Emil 

UC 

?/» 


CN - Paul F. Dagenais/I 
CN- Brian P. McKaig/C 
CN-Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN - John E. Sprig: 


237 03/20/97 

02:36:04 PM 


Pasquil, Simeona 


9?e 


CN - Paul F. Dagenais/ 
CN - Brian P. McKaig/j 
CN - Alan R. Tarica /f - 
CN=John E. Sprigg: 


YffcX 03/25/97 
c 09:06:48 AM 


Forbes, Jeffrey 


it 


CN - Paul F. Dagenais/j 
CN - Brian P. McKaii. 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/( 
CN - John E. Sprigg: 


03/25/97 
11:42:57 AM 


Lovell, Blen 

is?e 

Y? 


CN - Paul F. Dagenai: 
CN- Brian P. McKaii 
CN-Alan R. Tari< 

CN - John E. Spriggs! 


Date Revised 

03/1 7/97,03/1 7/97,03/1 7/97,C 


03/1 7/97,03/1 7/97,03/1 8/97,C 


03/1 7/97,03/1 7/97,03/1 9/97,( 


03/1 8/97,03/1 8/97,03/1 8/97,C 


03/20/97,03/20/97,03/20/97,C 


03/25/97, 03/25/97,03/25/97,C 


03/25/97,03/25/97,03/25/97,( 

NGI * 00330 
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o-j 05/01/97 

09:11:52 AM 


Pacific, Catherine 

Y 


CN •= Paul F. Dagenais/B 
CN*= Brian P. McKaig/B" 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/B 
CN = John E SpriggsB 


3*?' 


05/01/97 
1 1 :00:25 AM 


Wilson, Eleen 


(S 


CN*=Pau1 F. Dagena isi— 

CN =AIan R. Tarica BMBBsMP'ygi*** ; 
CN ■= John E. Spriggs/flMBMHHb 


05/01/97 
12:59:33 PM 


Cerda III, Jose 



CN*=Paul F. Dagenais/® 
CN = Brian P. McKalg/if 
CN -= Alan R. Tarica/B 
CN = John E. Spriggs/® 


2 &/ 


05/02/97 
10:13:33 AM 


Lee, Malcolm 

323 



CN = Paul F. Dagenais/| 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/ 
CN Brian P. McKaif 
CN = Alan R. Taricaf 
CN = John E. Sprigg; 



3?f 


05/02/97 
1 1 :32:28 AM 


Rose, Danielle 

ts 
$4 7 


CN*=Paul F. Dagenals/( 
CN^AIan R. Tarica/B^ 
CN «= John E SpriggsB 


3X/# 05/06/97 

12:42:12 PM 


Strand, Dana 


H32 

$4? 


CN — Paid F. Dagenais/ABBrt|^HflB& 
CN *= Brian P. McKaig/f BlWW» ^ 
CN - Alan R. Ta ri ca / BBBBWB 
CN—John E. Spriggs/BBBW^P®WW 




05/07/97 
02:32:40 PM 


Andreola, Melody CN = Paul F. Dagenais/I 
CN = Brian P. McKaig/B 
C? CN - Alan R. Tarica/I — 

CN = John E Spriggs 


Date Revised 

05/01 /97, 05/01 /97,05/01 /97,0 


05/01/97,05/01/97,05/01/97,0 


05/01/97,05/01/97,05/01/97,0 


05/02/97,05/02/97,05/02/97,0 


05/02/97,05/02/97,05/02/97,0 


05/06/97,05/06/97,05/06/97,0 


05/07/97,05/07/97,05/07/97,0 


NGL 00335 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


9 % 


05/12/97 
10:22:40 AM 


Abedin, Huma 

90 

07 


CN- Arthur C. Caligirirai 
CN -Brian P. McKaig; 
CN -Alan R. TaricaT* 
CN = Daniel J. Gi 
CN-John E Sprigi 



05/1 2/97,05/1 2/97,05/1 2/97,0 




05/1 5/97 
09:24:46 AM 


Pakulniewicz, 

Tracy 

07 


CN - Paul F. Dagenais® 
CN -Brian P. McKaig/T 
CN-Aian R. Taric a/®“ 
CN-John E. Spriggs/ 


05/1 5/97,05/1 5/97,05/1 5/97,0 


*Tf2r 


05/1 5/97 
09:50:51 AM 


Smith, Mary 


j.ys' 

07 


CN - Paui F. Dagenais/® 
CN - Alan R. Tan'ca/QC 
CN -Teresa L Chiarito/® 
CN-John E Spriggs® 


05/1 5/97,05/1 5/97,05/1 5/97,0 


oy/ 


05/1 9/97 
07:59:55 PM 


DuVal, Fred 

37 


94; 


CN- Arthur C. Caliguira 
CN = Lloyd A. Bryan/ * 

CN - Alan R. Taricafl 

CN -Scott D. Rasmussen/® 
CN - John E. Spriggs/® 


05/1 9/97,05/1 9/97,05/1 9/97,0< 


Ysy 


05/20/97 Lieber, David CN-Paul F. Dagenai: 

02:04:55 PM CN -Alan R. Tarica/r 

' CN - John E. Spriggs] 


tS7 

#7 


05/20/97,05/20/97,05/20/97,0: 


///J 05/21/97 
" / 08:33:40 AM 


Torrey, Serena 



CN = Paul f : . Dagenais/^gJ^gJJgff® 6 
CN - Brian P. ■ ' - 

CN -Alan R. Taricaj®^^®^T,"$^5^ 

CN - John E. Spriggs/4HHHIHHP 


05/21 /97,05/21 /97,05/21 /97,0: 


05/21/97 

-7-/< 10:51:20 AM 


Faulkner, Amara 

Z 

0? 


CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran/tt®MMH®H®P 
CN ' Alan R. Tarica®^^^^^^H^P 
CN - John E SpriggslWHHi^^kBI 


05/21 /97,05/21 /97, 05/21 /97,0 

*° L 00336 
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Name 


UPDATERS 


/$<~V 05/21/97 Redington, Rachel CN ■= Arthur C. Cali guiranA 

/ 1 0:55:00 AM CN « Alan R. Tarica; 

// CM »=Teresa L Chiarito 

' CN==John E, Spriggs/r 

CN = Robert W. Haas/i 


V^7 



rr os/21/97 

U 10:59:12 AM 


McMullen Sr., 
Myron 


0 


CN« Arthur C. Cafit 
CN- Brian P. McKaigj 
CN *=Alan R. Tarii 
CN - John E. Sprigs 


j -a 05/27/97 
^ 09:07:04 AM 


Lesmez, Daniel 


7 

Y /?g 


CN = Paul F. Dagenais/ttHHMtfBBf^ 
CN « Alan R- 
CN - John £. S pri 


Farnsworth, Eric 

/o 




CN = Paul F. Dagensis/JBMMMy 
CN '-Alan R. Ta ri ca “ 
CN - John E. SpriggslQHiHHSImBS 


-UTS* 05/27/97 
*>0 10:03:50 AM 


Del Sesto, Gino 

33? 

$/<?? 


CN-Paul F. Dagenais, 
CN*=Alan R. Tarica/1 
CN - John E. Sprigg 


ffX? -- /2I3/97 


08:42:41 AM 


37 

/// 9 y 


CN =Paul F. Dagenais^ 
CN - John E. Spriggs/* 
CN = Alan R. Tarica, 
CN - Teresa L. Chiarii 
CN=John E. Spriggs| 



%3Y 


05/28/97 Feinberg, Sheetah CN “Arthur C. Cali gufo 

03:10:43 PM . CN “Marvin Miller/' - ™ 

!<?& CN “Alan R. Taricj 

CN “John E Spriggs/ 


Date Revised 

05/21/97,05/2 1/97,05/21 /97,0 


05/21 /97,05/2 1 /97.05/2 1 /97,0 


05/27/97,05/27/97,05/27/97,0 


05/27/97,05/27/97,05/27/97,0 


05/27/97,05/27/97,05/27/97,0 


05/28/97,05/28/97,05/28/97,0 


05/28/97,05/28/97,05/28/97,0 
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m 


Created 


05/29/97 
02:20:44 PM 


Name 

Wu, Carolyn 


Ms 


UPDATERS 


CN ~ Arthur C. Catiguiran/flMMMMBI^ 

CN ■= Alan R. 

CN = John E. Spriggs^^lHHHHHBfe 


05/29/97 
02:23:62 PM 


x? 


CN -Arthur C. Caliguiranl 
CN-AIan R. Taric< ' 

CN= Teresa L QiiaritoJ 
CN*=John E. Spriggs* 




05/30/97 
03:25:49 PM 


Bfake, Kevin 

33 

6/r? 


CN = Arthur C. Cafiguirai 
CN-Alan R. Tarfca/T' 
CN=John E. Spriggs/I 




05/31/97 
12:41:11 PM 


King, Amatullah 

a 


CN*= Arthur C, Cali auirsa*— 1^— * 
CN = AJan R. 

CN «= Jotm E. Sprigg-s/SBHBHBBBd 


*Z?7 


3zy 


06/02/97 
08:29:11 AM 


Ezzeli, Matthew CN*= Arthur C. Calig uiran/1 

CN = Alan R. Tarica; 

S CN «= John E. Sprigg: 


^7 


> . 06/03/97 

5&ST 12:20:45 PM 


Michaud, R. 

/*£ 


ff/ 


?P 


CN=Paul F. Dagenais/* 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica/^ 
CN «= John E. Sprigg* 
CN-John G. Stiver* 


731/ 06/04/97 

09:55:04 AM 


Gilmore, John 

/ 


#97 


CN -Paul F. Dagco3isdHfl|^^^^ML 
CN=John E. Sprigg^PPim^ 


Date Revised 

05/29/97,05/29/97,05/29/97,0 


05/29/97,05/29/97,05/29/97,0: 


05/30/97,05/30/97,05/30/97,0: 


05/31 /97, 05/31 /97,05/3 1/97,0! 


06/02/97,06/02/97,06/02/97,0: 


06/03/97,06/12/97,08/1 9/97,0 


06/04/97,06/04/97,06/04/97,0 


NGL 00338 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


3f3 


06/05/97 
11:42:33 AM 


Helmke, Laura CN -= Paul F. Dagena!s^i|M|^HMB 
CN = Alan R, T 
0 CN «= John E. 


m? 


06/05/97 
01:47:14 PM 


Ibarra, Mickey 


f?7 


CN-Paul F, Dageoal 
CN<= Lloyd A. Bryai 
CN *= AJan R. Tari< 
CN*=John E. Spriggs' 


•%4/s 06/03/97 

■>*{ 10:16:39 AM 


Sandberg, Justin 

/ 


CN -Arthur C. Cali guiran/fl 
CN «= Alan R. Tan'. 

CN = John E. Sprigg: 


y 97 


3 n 


06/09/97 
10:22:22 AM 


Conroy, Mary 

-2 


CN «= Arthur C. Caliguirai 
CN=Alan R. Tarlca/f 
CN=John F. Spriggst 


i#9 


06/09/97 
10:25:23 AM 


Hall Jr., Franklin 

3S~ 


CN *= Arthur C. Caliguiran/( 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/C 
CN -John E. Sprigg; 






06/09/97 
11:34:32 AM 


Drengler, Dorothy 

eg 


CN^Paul F. Dagenais^miBl^^ft 
CN -- Alan R. 

CN ' John E. Spriggs^^^^^HS^IS& 


06/10/97 

'***■ 11:29:35 AM 


Cohen-Pcyrot, 

Joshua 


3? 

9?7 


CN - Arthur C. Callguirat 
CN *=Alan R. Tarica/< 

CN -John E. Spriggs; 


Date Revised 

06/05/97,06/05/97,06/05/97^0 


06/05/97,06/05/97,06/05/97,0 


06/09/97,06/09/97,06/09/97,0 


06/09/97,06/09/97,06/09/97,0: 


06/09/97,06/09/97,06/09/97,0: 


06/09/97,06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,0 


06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,0 


NGL 00339 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


^ 06/10/97 

J'O 11:37:10 AM 


Cepriano, Cherilyn CN*= Arthur C. Caliguiraru 
CN*=Alan R. Tarica/* 
CN=John E. Spriggsfl 


y 


06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,0 


Stanek, Christine 

W3 




CN ^Arthur C. Caliguiran/ll 
CN*=Alan R. Tarics 
CN= Teresa L. Chiaritt 
CN*=John E. Spriggs/fl 


06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,06/1 0/97,0 




06/1 2/97 
02:44:36 PM 


Velez, Ilia 


6/fy 


CN = Arthur C. Catiguiran/flMMMMMA 
CN = Rcbert W, 

CN =Alan R. 

CN ^ John E. Spnggs^H^^HHfeBk 


06/1 2/97,06/1 2/97,06/1 2/97,0 


9*7 


06/13/97 
03:27:13 PM 


America, One 

'Vt7 


CN = Paul F. Dagenai: 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/f 
CN = Daniel J. Gi 
CN«=John E. Spriggs/< 


06/1 3/97,06/1 3/97,06/1 3/97,0 




06/16/97 
01:54:10 PM 


Ceariey, Virginia 


//s~ 

54 $ 


CN *= Paul F. Oagcrvais/fl^^MB^MB 

CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/fgMj^^j^^ 

CN = Daniel J. G unia/ BBPBSlg^ifw 
CN = John E. Spriggs/^MBBHRnp 


06/1 6/97,06/1 6/97,08/1 9/97,0 


06/16/97 
02:08:49 PM 


Bachman, Robin 


'AC? 

9?7 


CN - Paul F. Dageo ais/( 
CN = Marvin Miller/f 
CN=Alan R. Taricai 
CN=John E. Spriggs/ 


06/1 6/97,06/1 6/97,06/1 6/97,0 


S/S' 


06/1 9/97 
09:13:47 AM 


McGee, Scott 


CN ^ Paul F. Dagenais/ 
CN^AIan R. Tarica/ 
CN ^ John E. Sprigg: 


06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,0 


NGI. 00340 
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Gold, Jeremy 

¥?7 


CN «= Pad F. Dagenais/® 
CN =Alan R. Tarica/^T 
CN «= John E. Spriggs/® 




06/19/97 
10:55:12 AM 


Pearah, David 


f? 


CN = Pad F. Dagenais/J 
CN=Alan R. Tari< " 
CN “John E Sprigg; 


Jan 06/20/97 

10:27:28 AM 


Polk, Shawrwick 

V? 

"Ay 


CN = Pad F. Dagenais/C 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/C“ 
CN *= Teresa L Chiai 
CN = John E Spriggs/I 


J/4//-1 06/20/97 
7<p ' 01:02:43 PM 


Payne, Jdia 

/zy/ 

6/97 


CN“Pad F. Dagenais/^ 
CN = Alan R. Tarica)C ‘ 
CN =Teresa L. Chiarito^ 
CN =John E. Spriggs/I 


06/23/97 
12:44:53 PM 


Jackson, Amanda CN“Pad F. Dagenais/4 
CN “Alan R. Tarica/ 

// CN “John E. Spriggs; 


^7 


06/27/37 
09:48:12 AM 


Corbett, Jdianne 


CN“Pad F. Dagenais/ J 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/tL 
CN = John E. Spriggs/® 




06/27/97 
01:29:19 PM 


Roscoe, Jena 

/3Y/ 

ft? 


CN «= Paul F. Dagenais/® 
CN “ Robert W. Haas* 
CN = Alan R. Tarica ij 
CN “John E Spriggs/#( 


Date Revised 

06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,0 


06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,06/1 9/97,0 


06/20/97,06/20/97,06/20/97,0 


06/20/97,06/20/97,06/20/97,0 


06/23/97,06/23/97,06/23/97,0 


06/27/97,06/27/97,06/27/97,0 


06/27/97,06/27/97,06/27/97,0 


NGL 00341 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 


O 06/30/97 
° 10:55:14 AM 


Clinton, William CN *= Daniel J. Gunia/flBBMH||Hfe 

2 CN *= Alan R. 

'/h 


06/30/97,06/30/97,06/30/97,0 


1*07 


07/01 /97 
09:16:39 AM 


Milbrath, Timothy 

/Y/S' 


7 /f7 


CN *=Oanie! J. Gunia/^IHMHHk 
CN *=AIan R. 

CN ■= Teresa L Chiarito/M^^^^^^H^^ 
CN=John E 


07/01/97,07/01/97,07/01/97,0; 


07/01/97 Marshall Jr, 

' 01:14:12 PM Thurgocd 

!/Yi> 

%? 


CN *■= Paui F. DagenaisiflM|M^H|B 
CN «- Robert W. 

CN^AJan R. l 

CN*=John E. Spriggs^^l^mH^k 


07/0 1 /9 7,07/0 1 /9 7,07/0 1 1Q 7,0 


6<?3 07/03/97 Washington, 

12:30:26 PM Essence 

w 



CN *= Paul F. Dagenais/^MM|^BMpft 

CN«-Alan R. 1 

CN -Teresa L. Cliiai it u 

CN = John E Spriggs/4VflHHHIv 


07/03/97,07/03/97,07/03/97,0; 


372 


07/03/97 
01:00:05 PM 


Castaneda, AntonioCN = Paul F. t 

CN*=Alan R. Tarica JU 
CN^John E. Spriggsj 


V/ 


7 A? 


07/03/97,07/03/97,07/03/97,0. 


- 07/03/97 
& 01:15:40 PM 


Elliott, Meredith 

Y> 


CN - Paul F. Pagena is/M^MMBm 
CN - John E. Spriggs/MHB^^^Hl 


07/03/97,08/1 9/97 


3Jd> 


07/03/97 
02:56:03 PM 


Mikuta, Julie 


-? 

r„ 


CN -=Paul F. Dagenais/flBBjMj^HHfc 
CN Alan R. Tarica 

CN^John E. Spriggs/JP^PW^^^Jl 


07/03/97,07/03/97,07/03/97,0 

NGL 00342 
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-ijjtr 07/07/97 

12:25:39 PM 


Rosenstein, Stuart CN«Paul F. Dagenaltd 
CN=Aian R. Tarfca^L 
CN = John E. Spriggs# 




"A: 


1? 


rm 


07/07/97 
03:11:44 PM 


Mohib, Mona 


'80 

A? 


CN=Paul F, Daaena is,#— — 
CN-Alan R. 

CN*=JohnE. Spnggs/#VWHHHHBl 


’-S?7£ 07/09/97 

12:21:43 PM 


Shamir, Ruby 

/j£C‘ 


? /?7 


CN «=Pauf F. Dagenais/JH||^H||HH^ 

CN - Alan R. lari ca/||^KHBpElsr; 

CN ■= John E. Spriggsj|^|^^HHIk 


Maloney, Sean 


/y%r 

A? 


CN *= Paul F. Dagena is/JMWMBBMB^ 
CN - Alan Ft. 

CN -Teresa 

CN - John E. Spriggs, 1 


-\j{. 07/10/97 
^ 03:00:19 PM 


Wong, Vivian 

z 

7 /f7 


CN«=Paul F. Dagenai 
CN^AIan R. Tarii 1. 
CN«= John E. Spriggs/ 


3J3 07/10/97 

03:18:22 PM 


Plug, Jacqueline 


Af7 


CN - Paul r. Dagena isJ B^^B^WBfc 

CN = Alan ft. Tacica/^|^^^j^^^g‘~ 

CN «= John E. Spriggs^^IBHIHBl 


c^07/11/97 
08:31:36 AM 


Peng, Me» 


CN =Paul F. Oagenais/ 
CN ■= Aian ft. Tari( 

CN ■= John E. Sprigg: 


Date Revised 

07/07/97,07/07/9 7,07/07/97,0 


07/07/97,07/07/97,07/07/97,0 


07/09/97,07/09/97,07/09/97,0 


07/1 0/97,07/1 0/97,07/1 0/97,0 


07/1 0/97,07/1 0/97,08/1 9/97 


07/1 0/97,07/1 0/97,07/1 0/97,0 


07/1 1 /97,07/1 1/97,07/1 1 /97,C 

NG L 00343 
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Created Name UPDATERS Date Revised 




336 


Created Name UPDATERS 


xU 


07/22/97 
09:26:30 AM 


Right, Jonathan 

o 


CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran/# 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/£^""“ 
CN = Teresa L, ChiantcJ 
CN -John E. Spriggs^ 


74/ 


07/22/97 
11:11:55 AM 


Browning, Lyndsey CN«= Arthur C. Caii guirat 
CN = Alan R. Tarica,^ 

CN = John E Spriggs; 


3or 


07/22/97 
02:57:48 PM 


Sawyer, Susan CN *= Paul F, 

_ CN ■= Alan R. Taric»/tt^HR|gP&x!|^ 

CN = John E. 




-..--07/24/97 
335 10:56:42 AM 


Bourque, Emily 

V 


CN «= Arthur C. Cafigutraa 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/8T“" 
CN — John E. Spriggs/I 


07/24/97 

11:00:11AM 


Burkett, Maxine 



CN-ArthurC. Caliguiran/fl[H||^^BMA 
CN -AJan R. 

CN- John E. Spdggs/^mm^ 


3e? 


07/24/97 
11:03:21 AM 


CN - Arthur C. Calig uiran/J 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica/£“ 

CN -John E, Spriggs/| 


for? 07/24/97 

02:40:39 PM 


Martin, Tanya 

VAT 


y?7 


CN - Paul F, Dagenais/flfljj^H^^H^ 
CN Marvin M the- “ 

CN - Alan ri ca 

CN - John E. Spriggs/^^H^m^l 


Date Revised 

07/22/97,07/22/97,07/22/97,0: 


07/22/97,07/22/97,07/22/97,0; 


07/22/97,07/22/97,07/22/97,0: 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0: 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0; 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0 


NGL 00345 
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/// 07/24/97 

3:49:23 PM 


Martin, Demond CN -Arthur C. Calig uiran/a 
CN— Alan R. TaricaMH 
CN -Teresa L. Chiarit^^H 
CN -John E. Spriggs/flHI 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/2 4/97,( 


3/0 07/24/97 
' 03:52:29 PM 


Roberts, William CN - Arthur C. Caligisrar 
... CN - Alan R. Tarica/M 

y / CN - John E. SpriggsWB 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0 


07/24/97 
^ 04:00:57 PM 


CN -Arthur C. Catiguirarw 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/MH 
CN - Teresa L. ChiamlW 
CN - John E. Spriggs AM 


07/24/97,07/24/97,07/24/97,0 


Spy 07/25/97 
09:47:17 AM 


Conk, Mary 

<r> 


CN- Arthur C. CaliguiQ 
CN - Alan R. Tarica/^| 
CN — John E. Spriggs/^ 


07/25/97,07/25/97,07/25/97,0 


£>•?/ 07/28/97 
O^V 10:15:05 / 


CN -Arthur C, Caliguirai 
CN - Alan R, TaricaM 
CN - John E. Spriggs/^ 


07/28/97,07/28/97,07/28/97,0 


07/29/97 
11:41:55 AM 


Bezout, Carl -Emile CN - Arthur C. Caliguirai 
CN-AlanR. Tarica^B 
J? CN -John E Spriggs/^ 


07/29/97,07/29/97,07/29/97,0 


3$// 07/29/97 

11:44:31 AM 


Adashek, Jonathan CN - Arthur C. Calig uiran/H 
CN - Alan R. T arica/MflK 
'' O CN - John E. Spdggs^^B 


07/29/97,07/29/97,07/29/97,0 


NGL 00346 
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W3 


07/31/87 
07:10:57 PM 


Steele, Bisabeth ON “Daniel J, Gi 
CN ■= Robert W. 




CN ■= Alan R. Tarii 
CN = John E. Spriggs,* 


tZVV 08/06/97 
* 02:05:42 PM 


Summers, Todd 


$4? 


CN“ Daniel J, Gi 
CN “ Alan R. Taricai 
CN ■= Marvin Millers 
CN <= John E. Sprij 


Bfumenthai, Sidney CN*= Arthur C, Caliguiran/ 
_ CN*= Daniel J. Gunia/f 

/ CN •= Arthur C. Caliguli 
, CN ■= Alan R, TaricaPJ 

/A? ^ CN = John E. Spriggs/I 



08/12/97 
' 02:34:50 PM 


Secrest, Robert 


CN= Arthur C. Caligulrai 
CN = Daniel J. Gunia/I 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/i _ 
CN«=John E, Spr!ggs/< 


08/14/97 

° 01:36:47 PM 


Esparza, Silvia 

/7 

54 ? 


CN “Arthur C. Cali guiratV 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/C ~ 
CN =John E. Spriggs/^j 


27?f 


08/15/97 
09:03:37 AM 


Payson, Charles 


3?? 


CN “Arthur C. Cslig uirarw 
CN “ Lisa D. Jimney/ 

CN ==Alan R. Tarica/l 
CN “Teresa L. Chiari 
CN “John E. Sprigg: 



2/v/ 08/15/97 
J'/ 09:08:55 AM 


Manso, Christy 


44c 


ft 


CN “Arthur C. Cali guiran/( 
CN“AIan R. Tarica< 

CN*= Teresa L Chiai 
CN=John E, Sprigg: 

CN “John G. Stiver 
CN = Marvin Millet 



Date Revised 

07/31 /9 7,07/31 /97,07/3T797Tc 


08/06/97,08/06/97,08/06/97,0 


08/1 1 /97,08/1 1 /97,08/l 2/97,C 


08/1 2/97,08/1 2/97,08/1 2/97,0 


08/1 4/97,08/1 4/97,08/1 4/97, C 


08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97.C 


08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97,C 


NGL 00347 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


27&& 08/15/97 
7 11:03:09 AM 


MILLENNIUM 

263V 

f?7 


CN «= Daniel J. G unia /QW ^— — k 
CN=Ai an R. Tarica /(■■■iMHE 




08/15/97 
11:08:27 AM 


GUESTBOOK 

'/is- 


CN *= Daru'ei 3. Gunla/(9MflpNHHHt 
CN = Alan R, Tarica£0MMHHfli 


f&sr 


08/18/97 
03:29:53 PM 


Greene, Roberta 


93 



CN “Arthur C. Caligula 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/ - “ 
CN = Usa D. Jimney/ 
CN “Alan R. Tarica/< 
CN=John E. Spriggsj 



2236 08/19/97 
^ 09:17:57 AM 


S">? 

s Ay 


CN= Arthur C. Catlg uiran/C 
CN ==Alan R. Tarii ' 

CN = John E. Spriggs/I 


J$3 08/19/97 

02:08:17 PM 


Nhan, Betty 


CN - Arthur C, Caliguiran/j 
CN ■= Teresa L. ChiaritOij 
CN *= John E. Spriggs/G| 


r;w 08/25/97 
° 11:21:24 AM 


107 

fa 


CN “Arthur C. CaliguiranA 
CN- Marvin Miller/ 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


7 / 08/25/97 
V 11:24:39 AM 


Begala, Paul 

3f 



CN “Arthur C. Cafigu iran/d 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/d~ 
CN*=John E. Spriggs/^ 


Date Revised 

08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97~0 

08/1 5/97,08/1 5/97,08/1 9/97 

08/1 8/97,08/1 8/97,08/1 8/97,0 

08/1 9/97,08/1 9/97,08/1 9/97,0 

08/1 9/97,08/1 9/97,08/1 9/97,0 

08/25/97,08/25/97,08/25/97,1 

08/25/97,08/25/97,08/25/97,0 

NGI, 00348 
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3m 


Created 


08/25/97 
1 2:08:37 PM 


Name 


Bianchi, Sarah 

tec 



UPDATERS 


CN«= Arthur C. Caliguirar 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/®| 
CN«=Joho E. Spriggs/® 


Date Revised 

08/25/97,08/25/97,08/25/97^0 


08/26/97 
10:35:27 AM 


f«r 


?/f7 


CN *= Arthur C. Caligtri ran/< 
CN «=Alan R. Tari< 

CN = John E. Spnggsi 


08/26/97,08/26/97,08/26/97,0 




08/27/97 
01:48:06 PM 


Caldwell, Marjorie CN >= Arthur C. Caliguiraj 
^ _ CN «= Alan R. Tan'ca/T - " 

*<j CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


y/?? 


08/27/97,08/27/07,08/27/37,1 


9$rf 


09/03/97 
11:55:33 AM 


Orszag, Jonathan CN *= Arthur C. Caliguirar 

. CN — Alan R. Tarica/( 

/ y CN «= John E. Spriggs< 




09/03/97,09/03/97,09/03/97, 1 




09/04/97 
09:05:57 AM 


Bisulco, Eugenie 

337 


CN-= Arthur C. Calig uiran/t 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarii 
CN *= John E, Spriggs/ 


09/04/97,09/04/97,09/04/97,0 




09/04/97 
10:50:00 AM 


Holewinski, Sarah 

3/3 


CN = Arthur C. Caliguiranj 
CN=John E. SpriggsM 



09/04/97,09/04/97,09/04/97 


Jr*/ 


09/05/97 
09:15:50 AM 


Tramontano, Karen CN — Arthur C. Caliguirarv^|^^^^^PW^ 
, 2 , CN = Alan R. 

r CC CN «= John E Spnggs/^MHHW 


09/05/97,09/05/97,09/05/97,1 



NGL 00349 
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03/05/97 
03:25:15 AM 


Erickson, Janelie CM « Arthur C. CafiguiranJ 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/®r — 
CN «= John E. Spriggs/® 


/v 




09/05/97 
* 09:30:27 AM 


Gomez, Dario CM = Arthur C. CaiiguirarV 
CN « Alan R. Tarica/® 

CN =john E. Spriggs/I 


^7 


Zyrta 09/05/97 
' 7 03:52:28 PM 


Newell, Timothy CN *= Arthur C, Calig uiraru 
_ . _ CN » Alan R. Tarica/® 

CN «= John E. Spriggs# 




09/08/97 
A 09:06:33 AM 


MV 


CN “Arthur C, Caliguiratv 
CN=Alan R. Tarica/f 
CN «= John E. Spriggs/3 


WA7 


09/09/97 
10:27:34 AM 


Reyneri, Nelson 

/<? 


CN “ Arthur C. Caliguiran/1 
CN «= Alan R. Tarica. 

CN « John E. Sprigg: 


Gerharcft, Kara 


3 // 



CN “Arthur C. Caliguiran/j 
CN = Alan R. Tarica/* 

CN = John E. Spriggs/ 


4*9/ 


03/11/97 
01:48:08 PM 


O'Mary, Michael 

fe?s~ 


CN«=Pauf F. Dago nai s 
CM ■= Alan R. Tarica 

CN “John E. Spriggs^|^^pmii^w 


^7 


Date Revised 

09/05/97,09/05/97,09/05/37,1 


09/05/97,09/05/97,09/05/97, 1 1 


09/05/97,09/05/97,09/05/97,1 


03/08/97,09/08/97,09/08/97,1 ; 


09/09/97,09/09/97,09/09/97,1 1 


09/1 1/97,09/1 1/97,09/11/97,1 


09/1 1/97,09/1 1/37,09/11/97,1 


NGL 00350 
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2W 


09/12/97 
10:47:37 AM 


Haynes, Audrey 

//f 


CN >= Arthur C. Caliguiranf® 

CN*=A!an R. Tarica/tr 

CN=John E. Spriggs/| 


Smith, Jonathan 

*<// 




CN»= Arthur C. Caliguirat 
CN ■= Robert W. Haas/ 
CN *= Alan R. Tarica/r 
CN«= John E. Spriggs/ 


09/15/97 
10:43:03 / 


/sy 


CN Arthur C. Calig uirai 

CN «= Alan R. Tarica/,, 

CN «= John E. Spriggs] 


09/15/97 

Jzj 11:19:38 AM 


'3# 


CN« Arthur C. Caligulranil 
CN = AlanR. Taricatf^ 

CN ■= John EL Spriggs/^ 


n ~)/r// 09/16/97 

12:29:52 PM 


s<%> 


CN Arthur C. Calig uiran/1 
CN Alan R. Tarica* 

CN = John E. Sprigg: 


f'l ™ 7 


01:35:27 PM 


Neschis, Mark 

f3^> 


CN ■» Paul F. Dagenais/ 
CN^Alan R. Tarica/ 
CN »John E. Spriggs} 


9/ 09/18/97 
" 04:30:28 PM 


Dinwiddle, 

Jacquelyn 

Y 


CN « Arthur C. Caliguiran/J 
CN «= John E. Spriggs/I " 


Date Revised 

09/1 2/97,09/1 2/97,09/1 2/97~1 


09/1 5/97,09/15/97,09/1 S/97,0 


09/1 5/97,09/1 5/97,09/1 5/97,1 


09/1 5/97,09/1 5/97,09/1 5/97, 1 


09/1 6/97,09/1 6/97,09/1 6/97,1 


09/1 8/97,09/1 8/97,09/1 8/97, 1 


09/1 8/97,09/1 8/97,09/1 8/97 


NGL 00351 
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Created Name UPDATERS 


Date Revised 




09/19/97 
10:07:28 AM 


Hoffman, James 

'9 


CN- Arthur C. Caligtsran/4 
CN = John E. Spriggs/f 


09/1 9/97,09/1 9/97,09/1 9/97 


09/19/97 
10:12:0.9 AM 


Gupta, Sanjay 

/zaz 

'4, 


A? 


CN - Arthur C. Caliguiran/lf 
CN - Alan R. TaricafL. 
CN-John E Spriggs/^ 


09/1 9/97,09/1 9/97,09/1 9/97, 1 


Rodriguez Jr, 
Geronimo 

/ozy 

/0 4y 


CN - Arthur C. Catiguirani 

CN—Afan R. Taric; 

CN — John E. Spriggs^j 


09/23/97,09/23/97,09/23/97, 1 


OV 09/23/97 

11:39:45 AM 


3*7 

'Ay 


CN - Arthur C. Caliguirai 
CN — Lloyd A. Bryan/ 

CN — John E. Sprigg: 


09/23/97,09/23/97,09/23/97,01 


T 09/26/97 
079 08:11:34 AM 


Apuzzo, Virginia 

S3 


CN - Arthur C. Calig uiran/H 
CN ■= Alan R. Tarica/i 
CN - John E. Spriggs/^ 


09/26/97,09/26/97,09/26/97, 1 : 


1 0/03/97 
10:28:22 AM 


Cabe, Meredith 

/S~ 


CN - Arthur C. Calig uirai 
CN=AJan R. Tarica / 
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Ms. Nolan. I did discuss it with Mr. Ruff. I also believe other 
attorneys in my office discussed it with him. 

Mr. Shays. And when did you do that? 

Ms. Nolan. Pardon? 

Mr. Shays. When? 

Ms. Nolan. Attorneys in my office discussed it with Mr. Ruff, I 
would guess, about a month ago. I discussed it with him last week 
or the week before. 

Mr. Shays. Since learning of the e-mail problem in the summer 
of 1998, has the White House informed the Justice Department of 
the problem? 

Ms. Nolan. As far as I am aware, the White House — the White 
House counsel’s office informed the Justice Department when we 
provided information to the Justice Department Campaign Finance 
Task Force. 

Mr. Shays. And when was that? 

Ms. Nolan. In March of this year. 

Mr. Shays. Has the White House informed any of the independ- 
ent counsels of the problem. 

Ms. Nolan. We’ve had discussions with several independent 
counsel offices, yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And who are they? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Ray and Mr. Lancaster. 

Mr. Shays. And when did you have discussions with them? 

Ms. Nolan. February or March of this year. 

Mr. Shays. You can’t be more precise than that? 

Ms. Nolan. I spoke with Mr. Ray’s deputy the first week that 
I was aware of this problem. I think lawyers in my office spoke 
with Mr. Lancaster’s office a couple of weeks later. I don’t — I don’t 
have the exact date. 

We provided a written explanation to Mr. Ray’s office on March 
15th. 

Mr. Shays. The e-mail problem was discovered in the summer of 
1998 at the height of the independent counsel’s investigation of the 
President. The problem was kept from the independent counsel 
during his investigation. Similarly, it was kept from the Congress 
during the impeachment debate. 

Did anyone in the White House think that the e-mail problem 
could have real relevance to either the independent counsel’s inves- 
tigation or the impeachment investigation? 

Ms. Nolan. I want to make clear that as far as I know no one 
kept the information from anyone in the counsel’s office. The inde- 
pendent counsel’s office did not understand that there was a prob- 
lem that needed to be reported. The one possible problem the coun- 
sel’s office understood, they got a second search from the Office of 
Administration, which showed that everything had been produced, 
and therefore, Mr. Ruff did not believe there was anything he need- 
ed to notify any investigative body of. 

Mr. Shays. In your statement, you draw conclusions that every- 
thing is all right, and it seems to me that you give yourself the 
benefit of the doubt in every instance. So when you say, when the 
counsel to the President, Charles Ruff, was told by OA in 1998 that 
there were e-mails that may not have been captured in a previous 
search because of technical glitches, he understood that OA would 
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be collecting these e-mails so that any responsive e-mail that had 
not been produced could be produced. 

And then you say, thus, as Mr. Ruff understood the technical 
problem at the time, he did not think that the error had any effect 
on previous searches or that it might affect future searches of e- 
mail records. As a result, Mr. Ruff had no reason to believe there 
was any need to notify investigative bodies of this error. 

What would have given him the reason to believe that? 

Ms. Nolan. I am reporting what Mr. Ruff has told me, and I 
think that he did not understand, I believe, what was commu- 
nicated to him or what he understood. Whether it was a disconnect 
between the technical people, who understood a much more com- 
plex problem, and the lawyers, I cannot tell you exactly why. 

What I can tell you is, what he understood was that there was 
a small — there may have been a problem, that it was fixed, there 
was no ongoing problem, there had been no documents not pro- 
duced. 

Mr. Burton. Let me interrupt. We’ll get back to you. 

I want to give the balance of my time to Mr. LaTourette, and 
we’ll get back to you, Mr. Shays, in a little bit. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Good morning, Ms. Nolan, I have a series of questions that I’ll 
attempt to ask without getting on Mr. Waxman’s highlight reel 
today. 

We had the opportunity to have the hearing last week, and a 
number on our first panel told us about the e-mail difficulty, and 
also, although there were some conflicts between witnesses and 
their recollections, they did pretty universally indicate that they 
had been told to keep this in house, quiet, not spread it around, 
the problem that there was a mail through the server, and eventu- 
ally then the D-mail server. 

Did the Office of Administration ever consult, to your knowledge, 
with the White House counsel’s office about these instructions, this 
wasn’t something to be discussed with others? 

Ms. Nolan. I have never heard anything that would suggest that 
was the case. 

Mr. LaTourette. Second, something of the contractors from N- 
G last week talked about the threats of going to jail, losing their 
jobs, losing their security clearances, all things that were of obvious 
concern to them. 

From your position at the White House as the White House coun- 
sel, would White House personnel have any basis for making those 
statements if, in fact, they were made? 

Ms. Nolan. Would White House counsel have 

Mr. LaTourette. No, would White House personnel. In other 
words, we are talking about Ms. Callahan in particular. 

The allegation was, she said there’s a jail cell with your name 
waiting on it. Is there any basis in law for that type of threat if — 
and I understand that she denied it — but is there any basis that 
you’re aware of to send someone to jail for, for instance, talking to 
their wife about this problem? Is it a breach of some sort of na- 
tional security? 

Ms. Nolan. I am not aware of any. 
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Mr. LaTourette. And I’m wondering now, as I understand the 
explanation that you’ve received from Mr. Ruff, I guess he had a 
meeting with Mr. Lindsay, and you’re saying that Mr. Lindsay did 
not adequately explain it to Mr. Ruff, or explain it to Mr. Ruff in 
a way that he understood that this was a two-part process — one, 
that the stuff wasn’t being captured and once you fix that problem 
you had to restore the stuff that hadn’t been captured for over 2 
years. 

Is that what Mr. Ruff is telling you and, hence, us? 

Ms. Nolan. What Mr. Ruff told me was that he understood there 
was a problem, but it was a problem with one search, a search. He 
did not understand that there was a more systemic problem. 

Mr. LaTourette. Last week Mr. Lindsay was here. He pretty 
clearly understands it. He knows that it was a two-part thing, one, 
that e-mails coming into the White House weren’t captured. He 
worked real hard, and I think spent $600,000 to fix that problem. 
He also knew and continues to know that there is this whole body 
of e-mails, 100,000, 200 — it doesn’t matter how many there are — 
that haven’t been loaded onto the ARMs system. 

Are you saying Mr. Ruff of the White House counsel’s office had 
no comprehension that there’s a series of e-mails out there some- 
where that haven’t been reconstructed to this day? 

Ms. Nolan. I know it now. 

Mr. LaTourette. But what about Mr. Ruff, during the time we 
were asking him for documents? He’s saying he just doesn’t know? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right. 

Mr. LaTourette. My historical recollection is that Mr. Ruff, I 
think was a prosecutor during Watergate, and I think he knew a 
lot about tape records and 18 U-minute gaps, but maybe hasn’t sort 
of fast-forwarded to the computer age. And that brings me to the 
Vice President of the United States. 

Your statement also talks about the fact that the Office of the 
Vice President wasn’t typed into the ARMS system. Is that right? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right. The Office of the Vice President was 
not fully tied into the ARMS system. 

Mr. LaTourette. I’m hard to provoke. I’m one of the more mild- 
mannered guys on my side of the aisle, but there was an article 
the other day in the Washington Times about the Vice President 
was interviewed about this, and his quote was that, at first it 
says — the AP report, it says he almost dared the Republicans to 
continue their investigations. “I hope they spend a lot of time and 
energy on this,” Mr. Gore said to the AP, with a confident grin as 
he leaned back in his armchair. That’s, I think, a bad way for the 
guy that wants to be the President of the United States to sort of 
further the cause of campaign finance reform and get information 
before the public. 

But you mentioned in your statement that you gave us last week, 
when you didn’t come, you thought there were 28 users; now you 
know that there are only 24 in all, but three were created before 
1997. 

Who were the three created before 1997 that aren’t being cap- 
tured by the ARMS system today? 

Ms. Nolan. They are being captured now. As of this week they 
are being captured. 
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Mr. LaTourette. Including incoming e-mail? 

Ms. Nolan. No, the incoming e-mails are not being captured for 
the OVP. 

Mr. LaTourette. Who are three? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know the three accounts. I’m sorry. 

Mr. LaTourette. So you were able to identify that there are 
three people that were created before 1997, but you don’t 

Ms. Nolan. There were — I think it is 21 created before 1997 and 
3 after 1997. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. And still today — you know when you’re 
talking about the testament, maybe we can get this thing fixed in 
6 months, does that include the Office of the Vice President, or 
does that just include the MAIL2 and D servers? 

Ms. Nolan. I think it includes the Office of the Vice President, 
but I’ll have to check to make sure. 

Mr. LaTourette. And is it your understanding from the infor- 
mation that you have collected that the problem with the Vice 
President’s server just came to somebody’s attention last week? 

Ms. Nolan. I think it was the week before last week. I think my 
statement said last week. 

Mr. LaTourette. But a couple of weeks ago? 

Ms. Nolan. A couple of weeks ago, yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. So it’s the White House counsel’s testimony 
through you. And I know you’re new at it, so we’re talking about 
a whole range of White House counsels, but the institutional 
knowledge within the White House counsel’s office is that the Vice 
President’s Office was not then tied up to the ARMS system, since 
it was instituted at the Armstrong case, I guess is how that came 
about, the ARMS system. Is that right? 

Ms. Nolan. The ARMS system was developed after the Arm- 
strong case. Of course, the Armstrong case dealt only with Federal 
records. These are Presidential records we are talking about now, 
but they were meant to be made part of the ARMS system, right. 

Mr. LaTourette. But nobody noticed — and I understand in your 
testimony that Senator Thompson apparently got a couple of e- 
mails from the Vice President’s Office 

Ms. Nolan. He got some. I don’t know how many. 

Mr. LaTourette. But nobody said, hey, you know what, the guy 
that invented the Internet and his staff don’t seem to be doing a 
lot of e-mailing; so when we get these records production requests 
from, be it our committee or Senator Thompson’s committee, there 
aren’t any e-mails from the Vice President of the United States? 
Nobody picked up on that? 

Ms. Nolan. You know, I don’t know how many there were. I 
don’t know how many were produced. So I don’t know the answer 
to that, whether somebody would have noticed the numbers. And 
I do want to make clear here that it seems certainly from the testi- 
mony I’m aware of from last week that the technical people, the 
Northrop Grumman people, knew who was and was not on the 
ARMS system, but the lawyers doing the searches did not. 

Mr. LaTourette. Maybe the explanation for why nobody noticed 
the fact that there weren’t any e-mails from the Vice President 
during this time period, in that same interview with the AP, he 
was asked how much he used his e-mail during the 1996 reelection 
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campaign, and he said, “Didn’t.” He was pressed to go on, and he 
said just, “Didn’t.” So maybe we’re looking for stuff that isn’t there, 
because again the Vice President of the United States indicated 
that he didn’t send any e-mails in 1996. So when we reconstruct 
his office, we are not going to find them anyway. 

Just as the yellow light goes on, the White House counsel’s posi- 
tion is that, as far as you’re concerned, or Mr. Ruff was concerned, 
there was no delay in reconstructing these tapes because you didn’t 
think there was any need to because you thought the problem was 
fixed, the White House counsel thought the problem was fixed, and 
if not fixed, everything that came up in this manual search by Mr. 
Haas was duplicative of stuff you had sent us before. 

So no big deal was the position at that time; it wasn’t a problem? 

Ms. Nolan. Yeah. I don’t think “no big deal” is the right charac- 
terization. I don’t think that the counsel’s office understood there 
was any problem, not that it minimized it. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. Just to followup on a point Mr. 
LaTourette asked you about, and that was how many e-mails were 
produced from the White House regarding Senator Gore’s — Vice 
President Gore — excuse me, how many e-mails were produced from 
the White House to Senator Thompson’s investigation about Vice 
President Gore. I think you should be able to get that information, 
and I wonder if you can ask somebody to get that information to 
us perhaps before the end of today’s hearing? 

Ms. Nolan. I will certainly try to do that. 

May I say something about that, too? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes. 

Ms. Nolan. Which is that there are a number of ways that OVP 
e-mail can be produced or could have been produced by searches of 
individual servers, because they had been forwarded to an ARMS- 
managed account, because someone had retained a hard copy. So 
I just wanted to make that clear in response to Mr. LaTourette’s 
question about the Vice President e-mail — Office of Vice President 
e-mail. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, I appreciate what you are saying, but it is 
something within your control, and I think you can certainly 
produce it for us. 

Ms. Nolan. Certainly. We will try to get the number for you so 
that we know what it is. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, I appreciate both of you being here, and I 
think that you can help to clear up one of the central questions 
that has been raised today, which is, what did the White House 
know about these e-mails and what did they do about them? The 
panel from Northrop, computer experts who testified last week, 
told us that the technical problems that prevented e-mails from 
being properly stored were the result of accidental mistakes made 
by government contractors, and I’d like to ask you about this. 

Ms. Nolan, were the problems with the White House e-mail sys- 
tem the result of technical computer glitches or were they inten- 
tional problems? 
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Ms. Nolan. It is my understanding that everyone agrees they 
were technical glitches. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you have any knowledge that the problems 
were the result of a deliberate effort to hide e-mail from Congress 
or from other investigative bodies? 

Ms. Nolan. I have no such knowledge. 

Mr. Waxman. I know that this committee has made numerous 
requests to the White House for documents relating to the cam- 
paign finance investigation. The White House has produced over 
90,000 pages of documents concerning campaign finance inquiries 
from this committee alone. 

What resources has the White House devoted to responding to re- 
quests from this committee? 

Ms. Nolan. The White House, to respond to requests from this 
committee, has used a number of lawyers, the resources of lawyers, 
the resources of paralegals, the IS&T resources in doing the ARMS 
searches. The Office of Records and Management does searches for 
us. We really call in a number of components of the Executive Of- 
fice of the President. Of course, we send a directive to people with- 
in the complex to search their own files. 

So I don’t have a number, but it’s an extensive amount of re- 
sources in order to produce documents, videotapes, audiotapes, pro- 
vide witnesses. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, let me point out to you that I was curious 
about how much money might have been spent on this whole in- 
quiry. You’ve given us 90,000 pages of documents, just to this com- 
mittee, and there are other committees and other investigators. So 
in 1998 I asked the General Accounting Office to examine the cost 
to Federal agencies of congressional campaign finance inquiries. 
GAO asked executive agencies to provide information on campaign 
finance inquiries received from October 1, 1996, to March 31, 1998, 
and according to the responses to this GAO survey, White House 
employees had spent over 55,000 hours responding to congressional 
campaign finance inquiries at a personnel cost of over $2 million. 
That’s the equivalent of 25 White House employees doing nothing 
for a year except responding to campaign finance inquiries, and I’d 
like to enter this GAO report that I have had prepared into the 
record, and a related minority staff report on the cost of congres- 
sional campaign finance investigations as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to place this in the 
record. 

Mr. Barr [presiding]. And what is that? 

Mr. Waxman. This is a minority staff report as well as the Gen- 
eral Accounting Office report on the amount of money spent in re- 
sponding to these investigatory inquiries. 

Mr. Barr. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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GAO 


United States 

General Accounting Office 

Washington. D.C. 20548 


Accounting and Information 
Management Division 


B-279501 


September 29, 1998 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 

House of Representatives 

The Honorable Gary A. Condit 
House of Representatives 

Subject: Campaign Finance: Congressional Innuiries and Related Costs 

This letter responds to your request that we obtain data from executive branch 
agencies on campaign finance inquiries made by the Congress. Specifically, you 
requested that we gather data on the number of inquiries received from 
October 1, 1996, through March 31, 1998, that related to campaign finance 
practices during the 1992, 1994, and 1996 congressional and presidential 
elections. You also asked that we gather data on the costs agencies incurred in 
responding to these inquiries. 

Enclosure 1 provides the data agencies reported to us on the number of 
inquiries and costs. We found that agencies generally did not track the costs 
associated with these inquiries, and, accordingly, the data are based on 
estimates. Further, the determination as to whether an inquiry was related to 
campaign finance practices was solely that of the agency. As a result, we were 
unable to audit this data. 

We developed a data collection instrument and sent it to 148 agencies. 1 We 
asked each agency to consolidate the data from all of its affected components 
and provide us with an agencywide response. We allowed Inspectors General 
to respond independently from their agencies. We received responses from 116 


*We developed the list of agencies surveyed using the Budget of the United 
States Government. Fiscal Year 1998. The United States Government Manual 
1997/98. and Carroll's Federal Directory November/Decemher 1997 
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B-279501 

agencies, of which 21 reported that they had received campaign finance 
inquiries from the Congress. 2 Enclosure 2 lists the 148 agencies surveyed. 

As agreed with your offices, unless you publicly announce the contents of this 
letter earlier, we plan no further distribution until 10 days from the date of this 
letter. At that time, we will send copies to the Chairman of the House 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight and the Chairman and 
Ranking Minority Member of the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs. 
Copies will also be made available to others upon request. Please contact me at 
(202) 512-9489 if you or your staff have any questions about this letter. 



Associate Director, Audit Oversight and Liaison 
Enclosures 


2 We received a response from both the agency and the Inspector General for 6 
of the 21 agencies responding and 1 response from the Inspector General of the 
Corporation for National Service. We received 1 1 separate responses from the 
Executive Office of the President 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 


NUMBER OF CAMPAIGN FINANCE INQUIRIES AND COSTS REPORTED {UNAUDITED} 


Agency 

Number of 

Costs 


inquiries reported 

reported 

Executive Office of the President 



White House Office 

332* 

$2,059,307.17 

Council of Economic Advisers 


$2,322.00 

U.S. Trade Representative 

10 

$106,700.00 c 

Office of National Drug Control Policy 


$8,290.00 

Office of Administration 


$2,075,905.00 

Office of the Vice President 


$130,845.36 

Office of Science and Technology Policy 

2* 

$2,993.00 

Office of Management and Budget 


$30,467.00 

National Security Council 

3 

$142,808.00 

President's Foreign Intelligence 



Advisory Board 


$659.69 

Council on Environmental Quality 


$2,468.21 

Department of Commerce 



Agency 

118* 

$2,432,012.00 

Inspector General 

12 

$29,730.00 

Department of Defense 

122* 

$105,958.00 

Department of Energy 



Agency 

47* 

b.C.d 

Inspector General 

6* 

$10,861.90 

Department of Housing and Urban 



Development 



Agency 

3 

$10,796.00“ 

Inspector General 

1 

b, e.d 

Department of the Interior 

26* 

$266,822.53 

Department of Justice 



(including the FBI) 

253* 

$337,290.00“ 

Department of Labor 

2 

$1,159.44 

Department of State 

65* 

$1, 816.50" 

Department of the Treasury 



Agency 

44* 

$241,511.15“ 

Inspector General 

2* 

$298.20 

| Environmental Protection Agency 

1 

$155.32® 

j General Services Administration 

2* 

$233,549.77 

j Office of Personnel Management 

2 

$10,837.10 
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ENCLOSURE 1 ENCLOSURE 1 


Agency 

Number of 

Costs 


inquiries reported 

reported 

Small Business Administration 



Agency 

2 

$30,672.00 

Inspector General 

2 

$210.00 

Central Intelligence Agency 

46* 

b.c, d 

Export-Import Bank of the U.S. 

14* 

$143,662.00 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 



Agency 

17* 

$278,846.60 

Inspector General 

I 

$5,894.00 

Federal Election Commission 

13 

$44,125.60 

National Archives and Records 



Administration 

4 

$4,035.00 

National Indian Gaming Commission 

1 

$3,955.00 

U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 

1 

$9.25 b ' c 

Corporation for National Service - Inspector 



General 

2* 

$10,780.57 

Total reported 

1,156 

$8,767,753.36 


“Oral communications such as meetings and interviews were included. 

b Personnel costs not provided. 

c Document reproduction costs not provided. 

d Document delivery costs not provided. 
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ENCLOSURE 2 


AGENCIES SURVEYED 


ENCLOSURE 2 


Department of Agriculture 

Department of Commerce 

Department of Defense 

Department of Education 

Department of Energy 

Department of Health and Human Services 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Department of the Interior 

Department of Justice 

Department of Labor 

Department of State 

Department of Transportation 

Department of the Treasury 

Department of Veterans Affairs 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

General Services Administration 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

National Science Foundation 

Office of Personnel Management 

Small Business Administration 

Social Security Administration 

Agency for International Development 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission 

Central Intelligence Agency 

Executive Office of the President 
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ENCLOSURE 2 ENCLOSURE 2 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Appalachian Regional Commission 

Architectural and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 

Barry M. Goldwater Scholarship and Excellence in Education Foundation 
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Foundation 
Commission of Fine Arts 
Commission on Civil Rights 

Committee for Purchase from People Who are Blind or Severely Disabled 

Commodity Futures Trading Commission 

Corporation for National Service 

Corporation for Public Broadcasting 

Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 

Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 

Export-Import Bank of the United States 

Farm Credit Administration 

Farm Credit System Financial Assistance Corporation 

Farm Credit System Insurance Corporation 

Federal Communications Commission 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

Federal Election Commission 

Federal Financial Institutions Examination Council 

Federal Housing Finance Board 

Federal Labor Relations Authority 

Federal Maritime Commission 

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service 

Federal Mine Safety and Health Review Commission 
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ENCLOSURE 2 ENCLOSURE 2 

Federal Retirement Thrift Investment Board 

Federal Trade Commission 

Harry S. Truman Scholarship Foundation 

Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts Development 

Inter-American Foundation 

International Trade Commission 

James Madison Memorial Fellowship Foundation 

Japan-U.S. Friendship Commission 

Legal Services Corporation 

Marine Mammal Commission 

Merit Systems Protection Board 

Morris K. Udall Foundation 

National Archives and Records Administration 

National Capital Planning Commission 

National Council on Disability 

National Credit Union Administration 

National Education Goals Panel 

National Endowment for the Arts 

National Endowment for the Humanities 

National Labor Relations Board 

National Mediation Board 

National Transportation Safety Board 

Neighborhood Reinvestment Corporation 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review Board 

Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission 

Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation Commission 

Office of Special Counsel 

Ounce of Prevention Council 
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ENCLOSURES 

Panama Canal Commission 

Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation 

Railroad Retirement Board 

Securities and Exchange Commission 

Smithsonian Institution 

Tennessee Valley Authority 

United Mine Workers of America Benefit Funds 

United States Enrichment Corporation 

United States Holocaust Memorial Council 

United States Information Agency 

United States Institute of Peace 

United States Office of Government Ethics 

C a „H 

umicu uLcu.c& A <_>d3tXU ucivicc 

U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
U.S. Court of Veterans Appeals 

U.S. National Commission on Libraries and Information Science 

U.S. Trade and Development Agency 

Administrative Committee of the Federal Register 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

African Development Foundation 

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System 

Citizen's Stamp Advisory Committee 

Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States 

Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 

Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 

Delaware River Basin Commission 

Endangered Species Committee 

Export Administration Review Board 


ENCLOSURE 2 
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ENCLOSURE 2 

Federal Financing Bank 

Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation 

Federal Interagency Committee on Education 

Federal Laboratory Consortium for Technology Transfer 

Federal Library and Information Center Committee 

Federal National Mortgage Association 

Illinois and Michigan Canal National Heritage Corridor Commission 

Indian Arts and Crafts Board 

Institute of Museum and Library Services 

Interagency Committee on Employment of People with Disabilities 

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

International Monetary Fund 

J. William Fulbnght Foreign Scholarship Board 

Joint Board for the Enrollment of Actuaries 

Migratory Bird Conservation Commission 

Mississippi River Commission 

National Academy of Sciences 

National Indian Gaming Commission 

National Institute of Arthritis and Musculoskeletal and Skin Diseases 
National Occupational Information Coordinating Committee 
National Park Foundation 

National Railroad Passenger Corporation (AMTRAK) 

Northwest Power Planning Council 
Peace Corps 

Permanent Committee for the Oliver Wendell Holmes Devise 
Postal Rate Commission 
President's Council on Integrity and Efficiency 
President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board 


ENCLOSURE 2 
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ENCLOSURE 2 ENCLOSURE 2 

Prospective Payment Assessment Commission 

State Justice Institute 

Susquehanna River Basin Commission 

Textile Trade Policy Group 

The American Battle Monuments Commission 

Thrift Depositor Protection Oversight Board 

Trade Policy Committee 

U.S. Arctic Research Commission 

Veterans Day National Committee 

White House Commission on Presidential Scholars 

Source: Budget of the United States Government. Fiscal Year 1998 . The United States 
Government. Manual 1997/98 . and Carroll's Federal Directory Novemher/Decemher 1397 . 


(911836) 


10 


GAO/AIMD-98-316R Campaign Finance Inquiries 




373 


The Cost of Congressional Campaign Finance Investigations to the U.S. Taxpayer 


Minority Staff Report 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 


October 7, 1998 




374 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY i 

I. COSTS TO FEDERAL AGENCIES 1 

A. Executive Office of the President 3 

B. Department of Commerce 3 

C. Department of Justice 4 

D. Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 4 

E. Department of the Interior 4 

F. Department of the Treasury 5 

G. Department of F.nerpv 5 

H. Export-Import Bank 6 

I. Department of Defense 6 

K. Departm ent Qf State 7 

L. Other Agencies 7 

II. COSTS OF CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS 8 

A. House Government Reform and Oversight Committee 8 

B. Senate Governmental Affairs Committee 9 

C. The House Select Committee on Missile Technology Exports 9 

D. The House Education and the Workforce Committee 9 

E. Other Congressional Investigations 10 

III. OTHER USES OF S23 MILLION 10 

A. Child Nutrition Programs 11 


B. Hiring Police Officers 


11 



375 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Government Reform and Oversight Committee minority staff estimates that the cost 
to taxpayers of the congressional campaign finance investigations conducted during the 1 05th 
Congress totals more than $23 million. This includes at least $8.7 million spent by executive 
branch agencies responding to congressional requests for information and at least $14.6 million 
spent by congressional committees conducting the investigations. 

At the request of Ranking Member Henry A. Waxman and Rep. Gary A. Condit, the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) conducted a survey of executive branch agencies to determine 
the costs that the congressional campaign finance investigations imposed on the federal agencies. 
The resulting GAO letter report, which is being released simultaneously with this staff report, 
shows that (1) federal agencies received 1,156 information requests from congressional 
campaign finance investigations between October 1, 1996, and March 31, 1998, and (2) these 
agencies reported spending $8,767,753.36 responding to these requests through March 31, 1998. 

The number of requests and costs varied from agency to agency. According to the GAO 
survey, the Executive Office of the President reported the most requests (347) and the highest 
costs to the taxpayers ($4.5 million). Other agencies reporting high costs to the taxpayer 
included the Department of Commerce ($2.4 million), the Department of Justice ($337,000), the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation ($279,000), the Department of the Interior ($266,000), 
and the Department of the Treasury ($241 ,000). 

In addition to these federal agency costs, the minority staff estimates that Congress has 
spent at least $14.6 million conducting multiple campaign finance investigations. The single 
most expensive congressional investigation is the investigation by the House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee, which has cost taxpayers over $7.4 million to date. Besides 
the $7.4 million spent by the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee, the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee spent $3.5 million on its campaign finance investigation; the 
House authorized $1.2 million for the Education and the Workforce Committee’s inquiry into 
campaign finance abuses related to the Teamsters; and the House authorized $2.5 million for a 
select committee (the Cox Committee) to investigate allegations that the Clinton administration 
gave missile technology to China in exchange for campaign contributions. 

These four congressional committees — the House Government Reform Committee, the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, the House Education and the Workforce Committee, 
and the Cox Committee — are not the only congressional committees that have investigated 
alleged campaign finance abuses in the 105th Congress. The executive branch agencies also 
received requests from at least 1 8 other congressional committees. Some of these other 
committees, such as the House Commerce Committee, held extensive hearings on alleged 
campaign finance abuses. This report, however, does not estimate the cost to the taxpayers of the 
investigations by these other committees. If these additional costs were included, the total 
congressional costs would undoubtedly far exceed $14.6 million. 

As this report illustrates, the money used to pay for the congressional campaign finance 
investigations could have been put to other uses. For example, this money could have been spent 
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to provide 12 million school lunches to poor children or used to hire over 800 police officers to 
fight crime. 

This report on the costs and burdens of congressional campaign finance investigations has 
three parts. Part I analyzes the $8.7 million spent by federal executive branch agencies 
responding to congressional requests. Part II summarizes the $14.6 million already spent or 
authorized for the duplicate congressional investigations. And Part III looks at what $23.3 
million in federal funds could provide in needed government programs. 
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I. COSTS TO FEDERAL AGENCIES 


The congressional investigations into campaign finance abuses have placed a heavy 
burden on the federal government. In an effort to determine the costs and burdens of the 
campaign finance investigation, Rep. Henry Waxman and Rep. Gary Condit asked the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) to conduct a survey of the executive agencies. 1 The request asked 
GAO to “identify the number of Congressional inquiries made and the related costs incurred by 
those agencies.” 2 

The GAO survey asked 148 executive agencies to provide information on campaign 
finance inquiries received from October 1 , 1 996 -- the time the first allegations of campaign 
finance abuses arose -- through March 31, 1998. 3 The agencies were asked the following 
questions about congressional campaign finance requests: how many written inquiries were 
received from Congress; how many agency officials testified before Congress; how many 
additional oral communications the agency had with Congress; actual or estimated personnel 
costs associated with responding to the congressional inquiries; actual or estimated pages of 
documents submitted in response to the congressional inquires and the reproduction and delivery 
costs; the cost of any outside contractors used to respond to the congressional inquiries; and to 
what extent the agency encountered duplication among the congressional requests. The survey 
also gave the agencies the opportunity to describe any problems or other comments regarding the 
inquiries. 

GAO found that 21 executive agencies reported receiving 1,156 campaign finance 
inquiries from Congress during those eighteen months. 4 This means that federal agencies 
received, on average, three congressional inquiries each working day during the period surveyed 
by GAO. The costs of responding to these requests reported by the agencies totaled 
$8, 767, 753. 36. 5 Table 1 shows the number of congressional requests to federal agencies and the 
costs incurred responding to these requests, as compiled by GAO. 6 The actual costs, however, 


1 Letter from Reps. Henry Waxman and Gary Condit to Acting Comptroller General of the 
United States James F. Hinchman (February 3, 1998). 

2 Id 

3 GAO Survey of Executive Branch Cost to Respond to Congressional Campaign Finance 
Inquiries (June 23, 1998). 

4 Letter from Associate Director, Audit Oversight and Liaison, Theodore C. Barreaux to 
Rep. Waxman and Rep. Condit (September 29, 1998). 

5 Id. 

6 The table includes 28 entries, including: responses from 21 agencies, of which 6 also 
submitted responses from the offices of the Inspectors General, and a response from the Inspector 
General office of the Corporation for National Service. 
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Table 1: Inquiries and Costs Reported By Federal Agencies 


AGENCY 

NUMBER 

OF 

INQUIRIES 

REPORTED 

COSTS 

REPORTED 

Executive Office of the President 

347: $ 

4,562,765.43 

Department of Commerce 

118| $ 

2,432,012.00 

Department of Justice (including FBI) 

253 i $ 

337,290.00 

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

17! $ 

278,846.60 

Department of the Interior 

26 i $ 

266,822.53 

Department of the Treasury 

44l 

$ 

241,511.15 

General Services Administration 

2 

$ 

233,549.77 

Export-Import Bank 

14 

$ 

143,662.00 

Department of Defense 

122 

$ 

105,958.00 

Federal Election Commission 

13 

$ 

44,125.60 

Small Business Administration 

2 

$ 

30,672.00 

Department of Commerce Inspector General 

12 

$ 

29,730.00 

Department of Energy Inspector General 

6 

$ 

10,861.90 

Office of Personnel Management 

2 

$ 

10,837.10 

Department of Housing and Urban Development 

3 

$ 

10,796.00 

Corporation for National Service Inspector General 

2 1 

$ 

10,780.57 

FDIC Inspector General 

1 

$ 

5,894.00 

National Archives and Records Administration 

4 

$ 

4,035.00 

National Indian Gaming Commission 

1 

$ 

3,955.00 

Department of State 

65 

$ 

1,816.50 

Department of Labor 

2 

$ 

1,159.44 

Department of the T reasury Inspector General 

2 

$ 

298.20 

SBA Inspector General 

2 

$ 

210.00 

Environmental Protection Agency 

1 

$ 

155.32 

Consumer Product Safety Commission 

1 

$ 

9.25 

Department of Energy 

47 

N/A 

Central Intelligence Agency 

46 

N/A 

HUD Inspector General 

1 

N/A 








1,156 

$ 

8,767,753.36 


are likely to be even higher than the figure reported by GAO, because the GAO figure does not 
include costs incurred for requests received after March 31, 1 998, and does not include various 
personnel costs, document reproduction costs, or delivery costs not reported by certain agencies. 7 
The minority staff analyzed the responses to the GAO survey filed by the federal agencies. 

The agency responses show that (1) the federal agencies spent over 150,000 hours 
responding to congressional campaign finance inquires; (2) the federal agencies provided over 


1 Id., enclosure 1 (footnotes). For example, the Department of Energy, which received 47 
congressional requests and produced 43,340 pages of documents, did not provide GAO with 
personnel costs, document reproduction costs, or document delivery costs related to those 
requests. Similarly, the State Department, which reported spending 3,386 hours responding to 65 
requests, did not provide GAO with its personnel costs. 
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2. 1 million pages of documents to Congress in response to these inquiries; and (3) 1 8 of the 2 1 
agencies reported that the congressional inquiries were duplicative. 

The responses received by the GAO from the individual agencies are available for public 
review in the offices of the minority staff. 

A. Executive Office of the President 

The Executive Office of the President (EOP), which consists of eleven separate offices, 8 
reported receiving 347 requests and expending over $4.5 million responding to these requests. 
The House Government Reform and Oversight Committee itself issued 13 subpoenas and 102 
document requests to the EOP, and required 42 EOP officials to testify on 48 separate occasions. 
The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee issued four subpoenas and 86 document requests to 
the EOP, and required 57 EOP officials to testify on 67 separate occasions. 

In total, 1 ,464 EOP staff spent over 55,000 hours responding to these requests at a 
personnel cost of over $2 million. The EOP produced 405,987 pages of documents, 370 
videotapes, 480 audiotapes, and six computer tapes to Congress. The EOP reported that 
“congressional committees often duplicated each other’s inquiries” and that the duplication was 
“very great.” The Office of the Vice President, for example, noted that “[t]he document requests 
from the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight were almost entirely 
duplicative of the document requests received from the Senate Committee on Governmental 
Affairs.” 


B. Department of Commerce 

The Commerce Department reported receiving 1 1 8 congressional requests and expending 
over $2.4 million responding to those requests. 9 Overall, Commerce Department personnel spent 
54,6 1 8 hours answering these requests, including almost 47,000 hours spent by senior executives 
or other senior staff (pay grade of GS-10 or higher). The resulting personnel costs totaled nearly 
$1.9 million. The Commerce Department produced 950,000 pages of documents. 

According to the Commerce Department, “There was a great level of similarity among 
the Congressional campaign finance inquiries. This resulted in a substantial duplication and 
overlap of the records sent to the various committees. . . . [Responding to the many 
Congressional inquiries that the Department received required a major effort and required the 


8 These offices include the White House Office, Council of Economic Advisers, U.S. 
Trade Representative, Office of National Drug Control Policy, Office of Administration, Office 
of the Vice President, Office of Science and Technology Policy, Office of Management and 
Budget, National Security Council, President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, and 
Council on Environmental Quality. 

9 The Commerce Department Inspector General received 12 additional requests and spent 
$29,730 responding to those requests. 
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redirection of resources normally devoted to conducting normal program activities.” 

C. Departm e nt of Justice 

The Department of Justice received 253 congressional requests and expended $337,300 
responding to these requests. The inquiries included one subpoena and 75 additional requests for 
information from members of the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee and 12 
requests from senators on the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee. In addition, seven 
Justice Department officials testified a total of 23 times before Congress. 

In total, 148 Justice Department personnel spent 1 1,368 hours responding to the requests 
at a personnel cost of $334,000. The Justice Department produced 59,120 pages of documents. 

D. Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 

The Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation received 17 congressional requests in 
connection with congressional campaign finance inquiries and spent $278,800 responding to 
these requests, 10 The inquiries included one subpoena and two document requests from the 
House Government Reform and Overnight Committee and one subpoena from the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee. 

FDIC was required to survey 46 employees for responsive documents at an estimated 
personnel cost of $230,000. FDIC also spent over $32,000 to hire four temporary contractors for 
259 work days to assist in the production of 81,212 pages of documents. 

FDIC reported that “the requests from the various committees were nearly identical.” 
FDIC also expressed serious concerns about providing confidential information to the 
committees: 

Public disclosure of such highly confidential information carries the risk of interfering 
with investigations, invading customer privacy, disrupting supervisory operations and 
threatening the financial integrity of a Federally-insured depository institution. The 
FDIC is extremely concerned about the difficulty of maintaining confidentiality in 
investigations of this kind. Indeed, sensitive information from a pending bank 
examination was reprinted in the press. This resulted in the bank seeking to have the 
examination team removed, and threatened to disrupt a pending enforcement action. 

E. Department of the Interior 

The Department of the Interior responded to 26 campaign finance requests at a cost to the 
agency of $266,800. This included one subpoena and three document requests from the House 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee, one subpoena and three document requests from 


“The FDIC Inspector General also received one request and reported expending $5,894 
responding to that request. 
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the House Resources Committee, and one document request from the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee. 

In total, 94 Interior Department employees spent over 4,200 hours responding to the 
requests at a cost of $229,000. Interior submitted 234,953 pages of documents to Congress and 
spent an additional $4,000 on outside contractors to index the documents as required by 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee. 

The requests to the Interior Department were highly duplicative, and congress committees 
refused to coordinate their requests to reduce the burden despite the agency’s plea to do so. 
According to the Interior Department response: 

Six of the nine requests . . . involved documents related to the Hudson Dog Track. These 
requests came from both Senate and House Committees. In instances where we 
suggested one of those Committees refer to the documents provided earlier to another 
committee, the Committee insisted on our reproducing masses of documents again and 
sending them to the Committee. The November 25, 1997, request and the December 9, 

1 997, subpoena from the House Resources Committee requested documents already 
provided to the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight. Upon inquiry 
as to whether the Committee could use the documents already provided, we were told to 
supply the documents again because the committee had a right to them. 

F. Department of the Treasury 

The Department of the Treasury reported receiving 44 information requests" and 
spending $241,500 responding to those requests. The inquiries included 25 document requests 
from the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee and three subpoenas and eight 
document requests from the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee. 

In total, Treasury Department personnel spent over 3,500 hours responding to the 
requests at a cost to the agency of over $240,000. Over 90% of the staff time was expended by 
the agency’s senior staff. The agency submitted 23,621 pages of documents to Congress. 
According to the agency, there was considerable duplication between the House and Senate 
requests. 


G. De partment of Energy' 

The Department of Energy received 47 congressional requests. 12 The House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee issued five requests and required one official to testify; the 


"The Department of the Treasury Inspector General reported receiving two additional 
requests not included in the Treasury report. 

!2 The Energy Department Inspector General received 6 requests and reported spending 
$10,861.90 responding to those requests. 
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Senate Governmental Affairs Committee issued three requests.'-' The Energy Department 
produced 43,340 pages of documents in response to these requests. 

The Energy Department had the following comments on the burdens of the requests: 

In order to locate responsive documents, a copy of the request was hand-delivered to each 
Department Secretarial offices (approximately 26). ... In some offices, computerized 
data bases allowed relatively quick “word searches” to determine whether the office held 
responsive files. In other offices, potential file sources were reviewed manually to 
conduct a page-by-page search for responsive materials. ... In accordance with the 
House Government Reform and Oversight Committee’s request, each page was given a 
unique Bates stamp identifier and a log of all the documents was developed. 

In addition to the cost of manpower directly related to document production, the 
extensive employee interviews conducted by one Committee consumed hundreds of 
hours of time . . . [M]any employees were interviewed on multiple occasions. 

Over the time period of the campaign finance inquiry, the Department was asked to 
provide the same information, to the same Committee, on more than one occasion. 
Although House and Senate requests were phrased in slightly different terms, there also 
was great similarity between the information provided to both bodies. 

H. Export-Import Bank 

The Export-Import Bank received 14 congressional requests and spent $143,662 
responding to these requests. Overall, 17 employees spent 2,943 hours responding to these 
requests at a personnel cost of over $126,000. The Export-Import Bank produced 32,000 pages 
to the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee in response to five requests and 
80,000 pages to the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee in response to one subpoena. 

I. Department of Defense 

The Department of Defense received 122 congressional requests and spent $105,958 
responding to these requests. The House Government Reform and Oversight Committee issued 
seven requests and required one official to testily on campaign finance issues. The Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee issued nine requests; one official testified before that 
Committee on three separate occasions. 

In total, 47 Defense Department staff spent 3,198 hours responding to the requests at a 
personnel cost of $104,000. Defense produced 21,038 pages of documents and said there was 
“great” duplication among the requests. 


13 The Energy Department did not estimate the cost of responding to the requests. 
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J. Federal Election Commission 

The Federal Election Commission received 13 congressional requests and spent 
$44,125.60 responding to these requests. The House Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee issued eight requests and required six FEC officials to testify on seven separate 
occasions. The Senate Governmental Affairs Committee issued three requests and heard 
testimony from one official. 

In total, 39 FEC personnel spent 692 hours responding to these requests. On the question 
of duplication, the FEC noted that “similar topics [were] covered at all hearings.” 

K. Department of State 

The State Department received 65 campaign finance requests. The Department reported 
spending 3,386 hours responding to these requests — including 2,657 hours of executive and 
senior staff time -- and produced 36,330 pages to Congress. 

According to the State Department: 

These inquiries proved to be labor intensive, requiring much coordination and processing 
on very short deadlines. In responding to these inquires, [the Department] experienced 
much duplication of effort and multiple demands on limited resources. As a result, there 
was a considerable drain on the resources available to comply with the entire range of 
information access statutes and special document production requests. 

L. Other Agencies 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development reported receiving three requests 14 
and expending $10,796 responding to the requests. HUD personnel spent 276 hours of staff time 
producing 8,059 pages and reported a “great” amount of duplication between House and Senate 
requests. 

The General Service Administration spent $233,549.77 responding to only two requests. 
The responses required 60 GSA personnel to spend 2,509 hours at a cost of over $109,000 
producing 55,446 pages of documents. GSA was also forced to hire six contractors at a cost of 
almost $63,000 to respond to the requests. 

The Small Business Administration was required to spend $30,672 responding to two 
requests. 15 SB A used 19 personnel and 590 hours to respond to the requests. 


!4 The HUD Inspector General reported receiving one additional request. 
l3 The SB A Inspector General reported receiving two additional requests. 
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II. COSTS OF CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS 


During the 105th Congress, at least 22 separate congressional committees investigated 
allegations of campaign finance abuses in the 1996 elections. This report estimates that the cost 
to the taxpayers of these investigations is at least $14.6 million. 

A. House Government Reform and Oversight Committee 

The minority estimates that the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee’s 
campaign finance investigation has cost the taxpayers in excess of $7.4 million through August 
31, 1998. This investigation is the single most expensive congressional investigation in history. 
In comparison, the Senate Whitewater investigation cost only $1.9 million, the House and Senate 
Iran-Contra investigation cost $5 million, and the Senate Watergate investigation cost $7 million 
(all adjusted for inflation). 16 

The minority’s estimate is based on a review of expenses associated with the 
investigation as reported in the House Chief Administrative Officer’s reports and the 
Committee’s monthly activity reports for the 105th Congress. 17 The minority staff estimates that 
the Committee spent over $5.7 million in taxpayer dollars on staff salaries and overtime; over 
$120,000 on domestic travel; and over $80,000 for foreign travel paid for by the State 
Department. The Committee transcribed over 24,000 pages of testimony and statements taken in 
depositions, hearings, and meetings at an estimated cost to the taxpayer of $70,000 to $140,000 
and spent over $300,000 paid for by the Government Printing Office to reproduce this material 
for public distribution. Some of the other categories of Committee expenses estimated by the 
minority staff include expenses for consultants (over $200,000); executive agency personnel 
detailed to the investigation (over $100,000); and equipment and supplies (over $500,000). 

The majority disputed previous minority staff estimates of the cost of the investigation. 
On May 11, 1998, after several requests from minority members to account for the Committee’s 
expenses, Chairman Burton wrote Rep. Waxman that the Committee spent less than $2.5 million 
on the investigation in 1997. 18 Chairman Burton’s figures, however, are substantially 
understated, because they reflect only expenditures that are specifically charged to the 
Committee's supplemental investigative budget. In fact, many of the Committee's investigative 
expenses are actually charged to the Committee's regular budget. 

According to a Roll Call analysis published in July 1 998, “Chairman Dan Burton’s (R- 
Ind.) staff provided numbers that do not accurately reflect the actual cost of his investigation into 


16 Whitewater: Comparison of Cost and Other Selected Data with Previous Investigations, 
CRS Report for Congress (February 9, 1998) (98-101 GOV). 

17 House CAO reports were reviewed through June 1998; Committee activities reports 
were reviewed through August 1998. 

l8 Letter from Chairman Burton to Rep. Waxman (May 11, 1998). 
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fundraising abuses. . . . Burton does not include the salaries and expenses for investigators 
. . . who spent virtually all of their time on the investigation but were paid with money from the 
committee’s general budget.” 1!> Chairman Burton’s figures also excluded the costs of 
transcribing Committee depositions, hearings, and meetings; GPO printing costs; and the cost of 
foreign travel. The Roll Call analysis found that “the actual number is much closer to the 
Democrats’ figure.” 20 

B. Senate Govern mental Affairs Committee 

In the Senate, the campaign finance investigation was conducted by the Governmental 
Affairs Committee. According to the Wall Street Journal, the committee spent $3.5 million on 
its investigation. 21 This is the same amount the Committee was authorized to spend. 22 

C. The House Select Committee on Missile Technology Exports 

In June 1998, the House created the Select Committee on U.S. National Security and 
Military/Commercial Concerns with the People’s Republic of China chaired by Rep. Christopher 
Cox. This Committee was established to investigate allegations that Loral Space and 
Communications received a waiver to transfer missile technology to China after its CEO, 
Bernard Schwartz, made significant campaign contributions to the Democratic party. The 
Committee is authorized to spend $2.5 million on its investigation. 23 

D. T he House Education and the Workforce Committee 

The Education and the Workforce Committee is authorized to spend $1.2 million to 
investigate allegations of money laundering in the Teamsters elections. This figure includes 
$1 .04 million allocated to the Committee by the House Oversight Committee from the Speaker’s 
reserve fund 24 and a $150,000 consultant contract for outside counsels Joseph DiGenova and 


19 Democrats ’ Report Doesn 'tAdd Up; Republican Numbers Aren ’t Any More Precise , 
Roll Call (July 13, 1998). 

w IcL 

21 Burton 's Campaign-Finance Probe Is Drawing Criticism for Mounting Costs and Slow 
Progress, Wall Street Journal (March 27, 1998).. 

22 S. Res. 39 (March 11, 1997). 

23 H. Res. 463 (June 18, 1998). 

24 The House Oversight Committee appropriated $747,274.75 at the March 4, 1998, 
committee meeting and an additional $296,543 at the October 2, 1998, committee meeting for 
the Education and Workforce Committee's investigation. 
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Victoria Toensing to be paid out of the Committee’s regular budget. 25 

E. Other Congressional Investigations 

The total costs of the four congressional investigations described above is $ 1 4.6 million. 
In addition to these investigations, however, there were many other congressional investigations 
into campaign finance issues conducted during the 1 05th Congress. The responses from the 
federal agencies to the GAO identified 1 8 additional congressional committees that made 
campaign finance inquiries during the 105th Congress. 26 

Some of these other committees conducted their own extensive campaign finance 
investigations. The House Commerce Committee, for example, held 4 days of hearings on 
allegations that the Molten Metal Technology company received government contracts in 
exchange for contributions to the Clinton-Gore campaign. 

The minority staffs estimate of congressional costs does not include the costs associated 
with these other investigations. If these other congressional investigations were included, the 
total costs to the taxpayer would undoubtedly far exceed $14.6 million. 

III. OTHER USES OF $23 MILLION 

As described in Parts I and II, the congressional campaign finance investigations have 
cost the taxpayers at least $23.3 million, including at least $8.7 million spent by the executive 
branch agencies responding to congressional requests and at least $14.6 million spent on the 
investigations themselves. 

In this era of limited government spending, the money expended on the campaign finance 
investigation must be considered in the context of what other government programs could have 
benefited from those funds. Two noteworthy examples are described below. 


25 The Education and the Workforce Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations voted 
to retain Mr. DiGenova and Ms. Toensing at $25,000 a month for six months for a total of 
$150,000. See The Joe and Vicki Index, Roll Call (February 16, 1998); Leaders Seek Subpoena 
Power for Investigation of Teamsters, Roll Call (March 23, 1998). 

“These committees include: House Committee on Appropriations; House Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services; House Committee on the Budget; House Committee on 
Commerce; House Committee on House Oversight; House Committee on International 
Relations; House Committee on the Judiciary; House Committee on National Security; House 
Committee on Resources; House Committee on Rules; House Committee on Small Business; 
House Committee on Standards of Official Conduct (“Ethics Committee”); House Committee on 
Ways and Means; House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence; Senate Committee 
Appropriations; Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs; Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary; and Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. 
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A. Child Nutrition Programs 

Federal child nutrition programs provide cash and other assistance to federal and state 
agencies to fund school lunch and breakfast programs. The goals of the programs are to improve 
children’s nutrition and provide lower-income children with access to nutritious food. 27 

According to the Congressional Research Service, the federal government will spend 
SI .9425 for each “free lunch” cash subsidy provided to children from families with incomes 
below 1 30% of the federal poverty guidelines during the 1 998-99 school year. 28 The government 
will also spend $1.0725 for each free breakfast provided. Based on these figures, the $23.3 
million spent by the federal government on the campaign finance investigation could have paid 
for 12 million school lunches or 21.7 million school breakfasts for children from low-income 
families. 

B. Hiring Police Officers 

Many communities faced with tight budgets and high crime rates rely on the federal 
government to fund the hiring of additional police officers. According to recent statistics, the 
mean annual salary for a new police officer in cities with populations of 1 0,000 or more was 
$28,238. 29 Based on this figure, the $23.3 million expended on the campaign finance 
investigation could have been used to hire 825 more police officers to assist communities fight 
drugs and crime. 


21 Child Nutrition Programs: Background and Funding, CRS Report to Congress 98-25 
(August 28, 1998). 

n Id. 


2! Sourcebook of Criminal Justice Statistics citing Evelina R. Moulder, Police and Fire 
Personnel, Salaries, and Expenditures for 1997, The Municipal Year Book 1998. 
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Mr. Waxman. Did the Executive Office of the President produce 
e-mail records to this committee during that campaign finance in- 
vestigation? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir, they did. 

Mr. Waxman. How many total pages of e-mails did the Executive 
Office of the President produce to this committee in response to the 
campaign finance inquiries? 

Ms. Nolan. My understanding is that it was 7,700 e-mails, pages 
of e-mails. 

Mr. Waxman. Did the White House ever intentionally withhold 
any e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. I am not aware that the White House ever inten- 
tionally withheld any responsive e-mails. 

Mr. Waxman. I understand that in responding to the request for 
documents, the White House typically searches this ARMS com- 
puter archive for responsive material. Is that the only kind of 
search that’s done? 

Ms. Nolan. No. The directive that goes out to EOP employees 
asks them to search their own records, whether in paper form, 
computer form or any other form. So individuals should be search- 
ing their own servers on their PCs. 

Mr. Waxman. So even if a document is not on the ARMS system, 
it still could be found by searching an individual computer account; 
is that right? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, and that is apparently what happened. When 
the second search was done in June 1998 and the White House 
compared the documents from the server, it turned out that people 
who had searched their own records had already produced those 
documents. 

Mr. Waxman. Is it possible that some of the e-mails that have 
supposedly gone missing because of the technical problems with the 
ARMS retrieval system were nonetheless produced to this commit- 
tee and others requesting documents from the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, yes. 

Mr. Waxman. In fact, Ms. Nolan, if I understand you correctly, 
all this talk about missing e-mails is a little misleading because it 
overlooks the fact that while certain e-mails may not have been 
properly archived in the ARMS backup system, they’re not nec- 
essarily missing; is that right? 

Ms. Nolan. They’re not necessarily missing. They may have al- 
ready been produced. They may be on the backup tapes. 

Mr. Waxman. I’d like to now turn to the chain of events that fol- 
lowed the discovery of a problem with the MAIL2 server in 1998. 

Mr. Lindsay testified that after he was told about the MAIL2 
problem, he notified the White House counsel’s office, your office. 
I know that you weren’t there at that time, but based on what you 
have learned, can you tell me what the White House counsel’s of- 
fice was told about the MAIL2 problem? 

Ms. Nolan. What I understand is that a problem was described 
to Charles Ruff, then counsel to the President; that his understand- 
ing of the problem was that there had been a problem with a 
search, a possible problem with a search. He informs me that he 
did not understand the — that a larger problem, such as the MAIL2 
problem, or its nature or its scope, existed; and it appears that ei- 
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ther that was not fully communicated or there was some dis- 
connect. I don’t know precisely what was said. 

Mr. Waxman. At last week’s hearing, Mr. Lindsay told us about 
a test search that was then conducted to figure out the extent of 
the MAIL2 problem. 

Can you tell us why that search was requested? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe, sir, that that refers to the second search 
that was done for the documents that might have been missing 
from the particular search that Mr. Ruff understood was problem- 
atic. 

Mr. Waxman. And what were the results of that search? 

Ms. Nolan. The result of that search was that all the e-mails 
found in the second search had already been provided to the coun- 
sel’s office and produced. 

Mr. Waxman. In other words, it’s your testimony that the docu- 
ments that were turned up in that test were turned over or were 
they not turned over? 

Ms. Nolan. It is my testimony, from my understanding, that 
they were produced, sir; they were turned over. They already had 
been. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, just to have a further understanding, these 
are e-mails that related to Monica Lewinsky; is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. That is right. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Waxman. So if I understand you correctly then, the e-mail 
documents that were found in the test search were duplicative of 
the e-mails that had been previously turned over; so when they did 
the test search, they found the e-mails about Monica Lewinsky, 
and they found that these e-mails had already been turned over? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. So, in your view, did it appear that there was not 
a problem? 

Ms. Nolan. My understanding is that’s exactly what — how Mr. 
Ruff understood it, that either there had been a problem and it was 
fixed, or there had not been a problem; but there had not in fact 
been — there were no new documents found that indicated that the 
production had not been fully done. 

Mr. Waxman. Yesterday’s Washington Times ran an article that 
stated that the White House possesses a, “previously undisclosed 
computer disk containing e-mails by Monica Lewinsky that were 
sought under subpoena by a Federal grand jury and three congres- 
sional committees,” but never turned over. The article stated that 
this disk, known as a zip disk, was given to Northrop Grumman’s 
counsel, who passed it on to the Executive Office of the President. 

Are you aware of a zip disk that was recently provided to the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President by Northrop Grumman’s counsel? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes. This is the — as I understand it, this is the 
record of Mr. Haas’ F drive, and he apparently was the one who 
did this search, this second search that we were referring to. Mr. 
Haas kept that, the record of that search on his F drive, and that 
is — that’s the same search. No previously undisclosed, no nonpro- 
duced e-mails at all. 

Mr. Waxman. So these are the same. This zip disk contains the 
same e-mails that resulted from that search in June 1998 that the 
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White House had previously turned over to the various investiga- 
tors; is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. The reference to these previously undisclosed e-mails 
is wrong. They are, as far as I know, they are the same ones that 
were — had already been produced. 

Mr. Waxman. Before this zip disk was handed over to the Execu- 
tive Office of the President, did you know that it even existed? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And what do you know about the origin of this 
disk, just to have that on the record? 

Ms. Nolan. My understanding is that a couple of weeks ago, I 
am not sure of the exact date, that Mr. Haas made a copy of what 
was on his F drive; and he then provided it to Northrop Grumman 
counsel, and Northrop Grumman counsel provided it to us. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m smiling because it looked like we had different 
versions of some of the questions, but I think you’ve made the 
point. And the essential point, as I understand it, is that what was 
on this zip disk was nothing more than the e-mails you had already 
turned over and therefore the statement in the Washington Times 
that the disk, zip disk, had e-mails that had not been turned over 
is not an accurate statement? 

Ms. Nolan. I am not aware of any cache of previously undis- 
closed e-mails on any disk. 

Mr. Waxman. At last Thursday’s hearing we heard differing tes- 
timony about the content of the e-mails that were not captured by 
the ARMS as a result of this MAIL2 glitch. As you saw in that 
video clip I showed during my opening statement, Betty Lambuth, 
who was former manager of Northrop Grumman Lotus notes team, 
stated that the e-mails concerned a number of different investiga- 
tions. She said she learned this from Robert Haas, who was a 
member of Ms. Lambuth’s Lotus notes team. On the other hand, 
Mr. Haas testified he did not know the content of these e-mails ex- 
cept for two relating to Monica Lewinsky. 

Ms. Nolan, based on your understanding of the e-mail problem, 
who do you believe is right, if you have an opinion on this, between 
Ms. Lambuth and Mr. Haas? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Haas’ testimony is consistent with what I under- 
stand about what the previous search was, which is that it was for 
e-mails related to the Monica Lewinsky investigation. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Nolan, why wasn’t Congress notified in 1998 
when the White House e-mail problems were discovered? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Waxman, the e-mail problem that Mr. Ruff un- 
derstood might have occurred, he did not understand to have any 
effect on document productions; and I think that anyone who 
knows Charles Ruff knows that if he thought that there were a 
large number of documents that he had said had been produced 
had not been produced, he would have done something about it. 

Mr. Waxman. Why didn’t you, when you were already in the 
White House counsel’s office in January of this year and you were 
briefed on this issue, why didn’t you notify Congress yourself? 

Ms. Nolan. When I was briefed on the issue, it was part of a 
larger prebriefing for a post-transition Presidential records meet- 
ing. I had no understanding at that time that there were ongoing 
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problems or effects on searches. As soon as I learned of the allega- 
tions that there were, you know, we started to look at it. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to yield some of my time to Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Nolan, and Mr. Raben — thank you for being here. Govern- 
ment service is not always easy, and I just want to ask you just 
a few questions and just kind of pick up where Mr. Waxman left 
off. 

In November 1998, a decision was made to fix the MAIL2 prob- 
lem prospectively so that all incoming external e-mails would be 
properly sent to ARMS. When this fix was made in November 
1998, what happened to all of those unrecorded e-mail records that 
were on the server at the time? 

Ms. Nolan. It’s my understanding that a backup tape was made 
of the server on the day that they restored the ARMS system on 
a going-forward basis, and those backup tapes are with — in our se- 
curity office now. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, a second problem was discovered in April 
1999 that prevented incoming e-mails to users of the first name be- 
ginning with the letter D from being properly archived. This prob- 
lem was apparently caused by programming errors made by con- 
tractors in October 1998. 

When this second glitch was fixed in May 1999, what happened 
to all of those unrecorded e-mail records that were on the server 
at that time? 

Ms. Nolan. Again, a backup tape was made, snapshot of the sys- 
tem on the day that the ARMS system was fixed on a going-for- 
ward basis, and those tapes are also with our security office. 

Mr. Cummings. So to the best of your knowledge today, has the 
Office of Administration taken steps to protect those tapes? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. How so? 

Ms. Nolan. The Office of Administration has placed the backup 
tapes with Charles Easley, who is the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent’s security officer, and he has — has those tapes, I believe, in a 
safe in his office. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, Ms. Nolan, can you tell me about what the 
White House is doing to reconstruct the nonarchived e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. The Office of Administration has been working to get 
a contractor which — and it signed a contract yesterday with an out- 
side contractor to restore the backup tapes, and we particularly — 
I particularly asked that we make sure when we were doing this 
that — that we go in two paths so that we get the backup tapes 
searchable as quickly as possible and we get the backup tapes re- 
stored to ARMS, but that we not delay being able to search the 
backup tapes by getting them on ARMS first. 

So we’re working on two paths to try to get the backup tapes 
searchable as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, where are the backup tapes that are going 
to be needed to reconstruct the nonarchived e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. Those are also with Security Officer Easley. 

Mr. Cummings. Now when these backup tapes are put in an eas- 
ily searchable format, does EOP intend to perform keyword 
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searches of these records to comply with this committee’s subpoe- 
nas? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Can you explain the problem that prevented e- 
mail in the Office of the Vice President from being archived? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know yet exactly how it happened that e-mail 
from the Vice President’s Office was not fully put on ARMS. What 
I do know is that the Vice President’s Office was on a different e- 
mail system from the White House Office and other components of 
the Executive Office of the President apparently at the time that 
ARMS was started in 1994, and that those accounts were not set 
up to be managed by ARMS at that time. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, you stated that the Executive Office of the 
President had produced 7,700 pages of e-mails, is that correct, to 
this committee? 

Ms. Nolan. To this committee in the campaign finance investiga- 
tion alone. 

Mr. Cummings. Did those records include e-mails from the Office 
of the Vice President? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, I believe they did. 

Mr. Cummings. Does the fact that the Vice President’s e-mails 
have not been archived represent a deliberate effort to hide those 
documents from Congress and other investigative bodies? 

Ms. Nolan. I have seen no indication that anyone was trying to 
hide these documents from congressional investigative bodies or 
any other investigative bodies. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, when you made your statement early on, 
just the early part of your presentation here, you made it clear that 
you are discovering information as you go along; is that right? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Do you have any anticipation as to many 
changes taking place with regard to statements you have already 
made to us or things you think you may find out? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. 

I want to be clear. I don’t know what I may find out later, but 
I think that what’s important to know now is, we — we have the 
backup tapes. We have — are secured with our security officer. We 
have an outside contractor on board to try to get these restored and 
searchable as quickly as possible. Until we do that, I can’t say any 
more. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you, and I want to thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Raben, I want to ask you about the criticism the Attorney 
General has been receiving from Chairman Burton. When he origi- 
nally called this hearing on March 8th, he wrote a letter to the At- 
torney General, and was pretty harsh in his criticism because he 
criticized the Attorney General for not investigating this e-mail 
problem. And, in fact, he was pretty strong about it. He said the 
appearance created by this failure to investigate seems to indicate 
that there’s no interest, no intention of pursuing a vigorous inves- 
tigation of the White House. And so the Attorney General was 
being criticized for not investigating. 
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Now the Justice Department, headed by the Attorney General, 
has announced an investigation, and the criticism by our chairman 
is that instead of applauding this investigation, he wrote an even 
stronger letter to the Attorney General on March 27 in which he 
said that, “Because you and your staff are in charge, the proposed 
investigation is fatally flawed.” 

So the chairman is saying on the one hand, you didn’t inves- 
tigate; when you do, it’s flawed, and he wants an independent 
counsel to take over. But it doesn’t end there, because yesterday, 
March 29th, the chairman, in a letter to Judge Royce Lamberth, 
wrote, “Recent efforts by the Attorney General to control this inves- 
tigation appear to be nothing more than a ploy to retain control 
over matters that will ultimately focus on how the Justice Depart- 
ment helped the White House in its efforts to refrain from produc- 
ing documents to Congress and various independent counsels.” 

So to summarize what I understand has happened, on March 
8th, the Justice Department is criticized for not investigating the 
e-mails; on March 27th, the chairman decides that the Justice De- 
partment investigation that he requested is fatally flawed; and now 
on March 29th, we learn that the Justice Department’s investiga- 
tion is not only flawed, it’s part of some huge attempt at cover-up. 

So, Mr. Raben, it seems to me that the Attorney General is 
damned if she does and damned if she doesn’t; whatever action she 
takes, the chairman finds grounds for criticism. 

Ms. Nolan, let me just see if I can summarize where I under- 
stand some people are taking this investigation. 

Some people have a theory. They acknowledge that this problem 
with the ARMS retrieval system was flawed, and they recognize 
that the mistake was not because the White House caused it to be 
flawed, but when the White House found out that it was flawed 
and not capturing all the various e-mails, they tried to cover it up 
and threatened people who might make it public, particularly per- 
sonnel who knew about the failure of the ARMS system to retrieve 
the e-mails. 

Now, of course, if this theory is true, this amounts to obstruction 
of justice. 

As I understand it, the White House counsel, Charles Ruff, when 
he heard about this problem, asked that a test be done to see what 
was happening with these e-mails that were not on the centralized 
ARMS system, and used Monica Lewinsky as an example topic — 
obviously a pertinent one at the time — for the investigation; and 
when this test was done, he found out that the e-mails that were 
not on the ARMS system apparently were picked up because they 
were retrieved from the individual computers. And when they were 
retrieved from the individual computers and he found that they 
were duplicative of those that were already turned over to the in- 
vestigators, it seems like he concluded there was no real-world 
problem; that while the centralized system wasn’t getting the e- 
mails, the search of the individual computers seemed to be picking 
up these e-mails. 

So we’re talking about Mr. Ruff. I mean, he’s the only one; if 
there’s this cover-up, if there’s this conspiracy, if there’s a threat 
to witnesses that might make this public, he would be the one in 
charge of this whole thing. But he went out and tried to make sure 
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that they were getting all the e-mails to the appropriate investiga- 
tive agencies, and he did this test to be sure that that was the 
truth, or at least, as he understood it, that they weren’t leaving 
anything out. 

We had testimony last week from Mr. Spriggs and others that it 
was their understanding the White House wasn’t trying to cover- 
up the problem. They were trying to correct the problem. There 
seems to be some concern that Northrop Grumman might say, well, 
they’re going to need more money to correct the problem, but the 
White House wanted the problem corrected. 

Is this a summary of what you understand to be the facts in this 
case? 

Ms. Nolan. Let me clarify one thing where I — my understanding 
differs from what you just summarized, which is that — my under- 
standing is that Mr. Ruff understood the problem to be related to 
this particular search. So he wasn’t doing a test to see if the sys- 
tem worked generally, but rather was doing a second search for the 
particular search that there may have been a problem for. And 
when the files came back, which showed that, in fact, everything 
had been captured, it’s my understanding that Mr. Ruff believed 
there had been no problem, there was no ongoing problem. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, let me just say that I’ve worked with many 
people in the course of the time I’ve been in public office, and be- 
forehand, and I am very careful to say — to vouch for anybody, but 
I’ve worked with Mr. Ruff, and I know him to be a man of integrity 
and principle; and in my mind, there’s never been any question 
about his honesty and integrity, and I cannot believe this theory 
that would hold him responsible for some kind of cover-up and 
threatening people and all the other — other facts that would have 
to fit in, be shoe-horned into this theory that would amount to a 
scandal. 

And if this is all there is, if this is what this whole scandal is 
all about, I must say I am not very impressed that we have found 
a new scandal to wave our arms about and to carry on as if there’s 
been something intentionally done to frustrate justice. 

I thank both of you very much for your testimony and yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I understand Mr. Raben 
needs a brief break, and Ms. Nolan, I think we will allow both of 
you to have 10 minutes, if that’s all right with you for a break; and 
then we’ll get back to the questioning. 

So we stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. 

I apologize for the length of our tour to the floor, but, unfortu- 
nately, there were a number of votes. 

I will recognize the gentleman from Florida, Mr. Mica, for 5 min- 
utes. 

Mr. Mica. I thank the chairman, and I do have a question for 
Ms. Nolan. 

First of all, you have talked about the suddenly reappearing 
Haas disk, zip disk I guess it’s referred to, tapes in your testimony 
to us, your statement to us. And that contains — was it 500 records 
or e-mails? 
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Ms. Nolan. Sir, I don’t know how many it contains. 

Mr. Mica. You also sort of indicated for the other side that those 
had matched what was given to the — had been possibly given to 
the independent counsel or to investigators. Was that correct or 
were you told that? 

Ms. Nolan. I was told that what — what Mr. Haas did was a sec- 
ond search in June or July, I am not sure, summer of 1998, that 
that search produced — he did a second search of the server — and 
that search produced e-mails which were provided to the counsel’s 
office, which checked and found they were duplicative of e-mails al- 
ready provided. 

Mr. Mica. But you’re not aware — you’ve not seen those 500 
records? 

Ms. Nolan. I have not yet, sir. 

Mr. Mica. So you don’t know whether they match? You don’t 
know whether, in fact, that that information was the same that has 
been provided to the investigative body that required it? 

Ms. Nolan. I know that Mr. Haas has described what — what he 
saved as the search that we looked at. 

Mr. Mica. You also indicated that now there are an additional 
number of back-up tapes, is that correct? Is it 620 some back-up 
tapes. 

Ms. Nolan. I think, sir, I’m not sure of the exact number. There 
are about 3,400 for the EOP all together. There are about 625 for 
the Vice President’s Office. 

Mr. Mica. As opposed to a lower number that had previously 
been disclosed? 

Ms. Nolan. Last week I had been told that there were about 550 
Vice President’s back-up tapes. 

Mr. Mica. Now, it’s 625. So there’s two bodies of information, one 
is the White House and one is the Vice President? 

Ms. Nolan. One is the Executive Office of the President, but 
some of those — some of the Vice President’s ones were with the 
EOP ones. 

Mr. Mica. We had heard from various witnesses or sources that 
there was information on the impeachment, campaign finance, for- 
eign campaign contributions, Filegate. I heard also selling of trade 
mission seats and other things that were under investigation by 
various panels or special counsels. You’re not aware then what’s on 
any of these tapes? There may, in fact, be a large number of files 
or records that have not been turned over; is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know what’s on the tapes. What I do know 
is that we know that it’s incoming e-mail during those certain peri- 
ods for the EOP and the e-mail for the OVP that we’re going to 
have to reconstruct and then we’ll search for the e-mails. 

Mr. Mica. And, really, all you know about Mr. Ruff has said of 
his involvement — you said he knew that there was a technical 
problem, right? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s my understanding, yes. 

Mr. Mica. You never got into the point that Mr. Ruff might have 
been told by Mr. Lindsay that not only was there a technical prob- 
lem but there was the problem that we had described to us that 
people were talking in the hallways about what was on the tapes 
and that needed to be hushed up? 



396 


Ms. Nolan. No. I asked Mr. Ruff if he had heard anything like 
that. He had not. 

Mr. Mica. You asked him specifically that question? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Mica. And he told you he was only aware of the technical 
problem? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right. 

Mr. Mica. What is DOJ doing as far as investigation? Have they 
requested any files or information? Does — will DOJ have access be- 
fore anyone else in their investigation of the materials that you 
have? 

Ms. Nolan. We have received a letter from the Campaign Fi- 
nance Task Force, as we did from other investigative bodies, asking 
us to explain the problem. We have not made any arrangements 
with any investigative body about access or priority of access. 

Mr. Mica. Has DOJ met with anyone, with you or others, regard- 
ing this investigation? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. 

Mr. Mica. They haven’t to date? 

Ms. Nolan. No, that’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. DOJ, who’s in charge of your investigation? 

Mr. Raben. Who’s in charge of the investigation? The Campaign 
Finance Task Force initiated the investigation. 

Mr. Mica. And even though this may go beyond that, they’re still 
charged with that? 

Mr. Raben. They initiated the inquiry. 

Mr. Mica. Do you know what steps they have taken? Have they 
requested access to any of the material that’s in the possession of 
the White House at this time? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t have personal knowledge of all the steps that 
they have taken, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman have any more real quick ques- 
tions? I know he has to catch a plane. 

Mr. Mica. Well, what — just — could you provide just, finally, some 
background about the head of security that’s now in charge of the 
tapes, Ms. Nolan? 

Ms. Nolan. Charles Easley is the EOP security officer. I know 
that he’s a long-time government officer who has responsibility for 
reviewing background investigations and making determinations, 
security determinations within the complex. 

Mr. Mica. Finally, has your office notified the congressional com- 
mittees or the independent counsel or any of the other bodies who 
had requested information under subpoena that there may be exist- 
ing files or information that has now been uncovered? Has that 
been done? 

Ms. Nolan. We’ve had a communication with a number of inde- 
pendent counsels and congressional committees. I am still trying to 
make sure that we gather information about every request that 
came in during that period. 

Mr. Mica. Would you provide the committee just for the record 
a copy of those communications so we that can see who has been 
noticed that you have now uncovered some of this material that 
may have been subpoenaed some 3, 4 years ago? 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H 1 N GTO N 


October 6, 2000 


James C. Wilson, Esq. 

Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20015 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 


This letter is to respond to the Chairman’s letter of September 29, 2000 to Beth Nolan, 
seeking “all records of communications relating to the various EOP e-mail archiving problems 
between [this] [0]ffice and any entity (excluding [the] Committee) that subpoenaed documents 
from the White House.” 

It is the view of this Office that individual communications between this Office and 
investigative bodies are deserving of respect and deference by the Committee. Nevertheless, we 
recognize that at the March 30, 2000 hearing. Congressman Mica indicated an interest in 
reviewing our communications with other investigative bodies so that the Committee “could see 
who has been noticed” with respect to the issues discussed at the hearing. (Transcript of 
Hearing, 3/30/2000.) According to the Chairman’s letter, the current request is based on 
Congressman Mica’s earlier statements. 

In an effort to accommodate the Committee's interest, set forth below are the dates of 
letters, some written in response to inquiries, from this Office to congressional committees, 
independent counsels, the Department of Justice and the General Accounting Office. While the 
list below is not inclusive of evert' communication touching upon e-mail issues, the referenced 
letters included information about one or more EOP e-mail anomalies and/or O VP e-mail issues. 


March 15,2000 
March 20, 2000 
April 7, 2000 
April 28, 2000 
May 19, 2000 
May 24, 2000 
June 7, 2000 


June 7, 2000 
June 7, 2000 


Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

DOJ Campaign Financing Task Force 

House Committee on Resources 

Office of Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 

Office of Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

and DOJ Campaign Financing Task Force 

Office of Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Office of Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 
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June 8, 2000 
July 26, 2000 
July 26, 2000 
July 26, 2000 
July 26, 2000 
July 26, 2000 
August 31, 2000 
August 3 1 , 2000 
Sept. 1,2000 
Sept. 14, 2000 
Sept. 14,2000 
Sept. 21,2000 

Sept. 25, 2000 
Sept. 25, 2000 
Sept. 29, 2000 

Sept. 29, 2000 
Sept. 29, 2000 
Sept. 29, 2000 
Sept. 29, 2000 
Sept. 29, 2000 
October 3, 2000 


Senate Judiciary Committee 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Office of Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 

Office of Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

DOJ Campaign Finance Task Force 

Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Department of Justice 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Department of Justice 

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Flealth, House Committee on 
Resources 

General Accounting Office 
Senate Judiciary Committee 

Subcommittee on Forests and Forest Health, House Committee on 
Resources 

Senate Judiciary Committee 

Office of the Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 
Office of the Independent Counsel Robert Ray 
DOJ Campaign Finance Task Force 
Office of the Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 
General Accounting Office 


We hope this information is helpful. If you have any questions, please feel free to call. 


Sincerely, 


i ^ 

Lisa J. idem 

Associate Counsel to the President 


cc: Paul Weinberger, Esq. 
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Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you and have a safe trip home. 

Before I yield to Mr. Barr let me just real quickly ask one ques- 
tion. 

Ms. Sheryl Hall has indicated that she was told by Mr. Haas, 
and Mr. Haas denied this at our hearing, but she was told that he 
had information on his zip disk that there were trips on these 
trade missions that were offered for campaign contributions and 
also that there was information on these zip disks dealing with the 
Vice President’s soliciting campaign funds. Now, Mr. Haas said be- 
fore the committee that he had no zip disk, that there was nothing 
at his home, and now we find that he does — did have a zip disk, 
and so I wonder if you have taken — I mean, you indicated that 
there was some information that you had knowledge of on the zip 
disks. Do you have knowledge of everything that was on the zip 
disk? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, Mr. Haas, as I understand it, made a copy of 
his F drive, of his server drive on the computer 

Mr. Burton. Right, right. 

Ms. Nolan [continuing]. Within the past couple of weeks. 

Mr. Burton. Right. 

Ms. Nolan. That that information he has said was what he did 
when he did the search for Lewinsky e-mails, and he has said there 
is no other information. 

Mr. Burton. But do you have knowledge of what was on it? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t. 

Mr. Burton. What has happened to that zip disk? 

Ms. Nolan. The zip disk, sir, was given to Mr. Easley. My under- 
standing is that when they opened the zip disk or tried to read 
some of the zip disk material they couldn’t read all of it. They went 
back to Mr. Haas’s F drive, made another zip disk. Mr. Easley has 
that. They’re going to try to open it and find the files. 

Mr. Burton. I think we’ll issue a subpoena for both the original 
zip disk and the one that was remade off of his hard drive. I think 
it’s extremely important that we have that. 

One other question. You said that the e-mail system had some- 
thing in it that would block out e-mails from a mother or a father 
or something like that. Did you say that? 

Ms. Nolan. What I said, sir, is that when a user sends an e- 
mail, you can — I can indicate if I’m sending an e-mail that it’s non- 
record, that it’s not a record, not a Presidential record. 

Mr. Burton. Can a person from the outside? 

Ms. Nolan. A person from the outside cannot do that. 

Mr. Burton. But a person from the inside can. 

Ms. Nolan. A person from the inside can. 

Mr. Burton. Could somebody from the inside, if they had gotten 
an e-mail from a friend like John Huang or Charlie Trie or Mark 
Middleton or Maria Hsia, could they have blocked that out? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, they can’t block out. It still gets sent to ARMS. 
My understanding is that there is some kind of regular review to 
see that things indicated as nonrecords are in fact nonrecords. 

Mr. Burton. What does that mean? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, this is what I understand, sir. That every- 
thing — the way that ARMS works is that when an EOP user who 
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has an ARMS-managed e-mail account sends an e-mail, it is always 
blind-copied, BCC’d, to ARMS, to records management. 

Mr. Burton. We’re talking about an e-mail from the outside 
coming in. 

Ms. Nolan. An e-mail from the outside. The e-mails from the 
outside. Because they can’t be BCC’d to ARMS when they’re writ- 
ten, they’re scanned as the server is scanned about every — I think 
it’s several times a minute. 

Mr. Burton. I know. But the point is, you said they can 
block 

Ms. Nolan. You can’t block out any incoming e-mails. 

Mr. Burton. So it would automatically go to the ARMS? 

Ms. Nolan. They would go to ARMS, and you don’t block out 
ones you write. You simply indicate that they’re nonrecords. 

Mr. Burton. I’m only interested in the ones coming in. 

Ms. Nolan. The ones coming in, no. 

Mr. Burton. All of those would be on the ARMS system 

Ms. Nolan. If they were captured. 

Mr. Burton. Why would they not be captured? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, during the MAIL2 and letter D problem, that 
is exactly the problem. That incoming e-mail to the complex for cer- 
tain accounts that were coded as MAIL2 all caps, instead of MAIL2 
upper and lower case, or those whose, the recipient, the user, first 
letter of their account began with D were not properly scanned by 
ARMS so they were not put in ARMS. That’s what we’ll be search- 
ing for on the back-up tapes. 

Mr. Burton. I am not sure I understand. Is there some way — 
any way that an incoming e-mail could be blocked by the receiver 
of the e-mail so that it would not be recorded on any other system, 
any other system? 

Ms. Nolan. Not that I’m aware of, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You can’t make a categorical statement? You’re just 
saying not that you’re aware of? 

Ms. Nolan. I am not aware of any way. 

Mr. Burton. I guess when you were talking earlier you said that 
there was some way that if somebody got an e-mail from a relative 
or something 

Ms. Nolan. No. I’m sorry, sir, if I was at all confusing about this. 
What I was saying was if I write an e-mail 

Mr. Burton. Outgoing. 

Ms. Nolan. Outgoing, I can indicate that it’s a nonrecord. 

Mr. Burton. I see. But if it’s an incoming? 

Ms. Nolan. I can’t do anything with it. 

Mr. Burton. It’s definitely going to be recorded? 

Ms. Nolan. Unless of course you have the scanning problems 
that occurred in the MAIL2 and letter D problem. 

Mr. Burton. Well, if you find any additional information on that, 
I’d like to have that. 

Ms. Nolan. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. Thank you. 

Ms. Nolan, the ARMS system, that is not just some program that 
somebody decided they wanted to have. It’s a very important pro- 
gram, is it not? 
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Ms. Nolan. Sir, it is an important program. 

Mr. Barr. And it provides capability, does it not, for the White 
House to comply with various Federal laws that require the reten- 
tion and retrievability of e-mails, does it not? 

Ms. Nolan. ARMS was set up in order for the Executive Office 
of the President to comply with the Federal Records Act. It also is 
an effective tool for complying with the Presidential Records Act, 
but the Presidential Records Act doesn’t require that e-mail be 
saved in any particular form, as far as I know. 

Mr. Barr. But it does require them to be saved and be in a form 
that is retrievable, is that not correct, pursuant, for example, to the 
Armstrong decision in 1993? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, of course, the Armstrong decision explicitly — 
the court explicitly said that it was not applying that decision to 
Presidential records, only to Federal records. 

Mr. Barr. Are Presidential records not Federal records? 

Ms. Nolan. The law provides for two kinds of records, Federal 
records, which are most agency records, and Presidential records, 
which are those who assist and advise the President, the White 
House Office. Vice Presidential records are treated like Presidential 
records. Some of the other units in the EOP, like the Office of Man- 
agement and Budget, are mostly Federal records, not Presidential 
records. 

Mr. Barr. But records such as those that are the subject of this 
hearing and the hearing last week and future hearings are subject 
to retention and retrievability, are they not? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I want to be clear on the — the Armstrong deci- 
sion compelled certain records management and retrievability for 
Federal records. It did not address Presidential records. So I am 
not aware that there’s a decision that says that Presidential 
records 

Mr. Barr. Is your position then that Presidential records — and 
maybe you ought to define those for us — are not subject to the 
Armstrong decision? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. Is your position also that the Privacy Act does not 
apply to those records? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. It is a long-standing interpretation of the 
Privacy Act from the Justice Department, starting with its initi- 
ation, that it does not apply to the White House Office and essen- 
tially to Presidential records. 

Mr. Barr. In other words, you take strong exception to Judge 
Lamberth’s decision yesterday. 

Ms. Nolan. I disagree with Judge Lamberth’s decision yesterday, 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Because you believe that e-mails such as those which 
we’re considering here which are subject to subpoenas, for example, 
by the Office of Independent Counsel, this committee and the im- 
peachment committee or the Judiciary Committee do not apply to 
e-mails generated by or from the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. I’m sorry. Could you repeat that question? 
I’m not sure I understood it. 

Mr. Barr. What we’re talking about here are a large number of 
e-mails, generated by or directed to employees of the Executive Of- 
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fice of the President and other offices within or connected with the 
White House, is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, the problems, with the exception of the OVP, 
apply to the incoming, not the e-mail generated by the EOP user. 
I want to make sure that I’m clear about that. 

Mr. Barr. So your position, then, is that the subpoenas — for ex- 
ample, those issued by the Office of Independent Counsel, subpoe- 
nas for these documents by this committee or by the impeachment 
committee, that you do not even have to comply with those because 
they relate to outgoing e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. Absolutely not, sir. I hope I didn’t say anything close 
to — I believe I did not say that. 

Mr. Barr. That’s why I wanted to clarify. Because it struck me 
far reaching even for this administration. 

Ms. Nolan. I understood your question to be whether the Presi- 
dential Records Act or the Armstrong case require White House Of- 
fice records to be retrievable in an electronic form. I am not aware 
that there is any such legal obligation. Armstrong did not apply to 
Presidential records, and the Presidential records 

Mr. Barr. They did not say they weren’t covered, though. 

Ms. Nolan. No. The court actually considered that question, yes, 
sir. 

Mr. Barr. Your position is that the Armstrong decision expressly 
provided that e-mails going to the White House or going out of the 
White House are not subject to retrieval in an electronic format. 

Ms. Nolan. No, I’m saying that the Armstrong case specifically 
excluded discussion of Presidential records, which includes White 
House Office records. It addressed Federal records. And that was 
a specific part of the case, the plaintiffs — my understanding is that 
the plaintiffs actually wanted the court to address both. And it did 
not. 

Mr. Barr. So what you’re saying there’s a loophole here 

Ms. Nolan. No loophole, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Through which you want to drive a Mack 
truck. But those same e-mails are properly subject, are they not, 
to subpoena by the independent counsel and by committees of Con- 
gress. Is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. We’ve supplied thousands and thousands of e-mails 
pursuant to subpoena requests. 

Mr. Barr. Yes, they are subject to subpoena, but if they happen 
to be in an electronic format, and you all just happen to lose them 
or not know where they are, that you’re under no obligation to 
search the records for them because they’re not covered by the var- 
ious statutes of the Armstrong decision. 

Ms. Nolan. I didn’t say anything like that, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Does the White House recognize an obligation to have 
e-mails sent from or to employees in the Executive Office of the 
President stored in such a way so that they can be retrieved and 
be responsive to subpoenas issued by the Office of Independent 
Counsel or a congressional committee? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, the White House included White House 
Office and Presidential records e-mails in the ARMS system, which 
is an automated retrieval system, even though it was under no 
legal obligation at the time to do so. It has used the ARMS system 
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to try to — to respond to subpoena requests. I don’t think there’s 
any suggestion 

If I haven’t been clear about this, let me be clear. There is no 
contention here that we were under no obligation to search and 
produce. What happened was that the search did not produce cer- 
tain e-mails because they weren’t in the ARMS system or may not 
have produced certain e-mails because they were not properly cap- 
tured in the ARMS system. The lawyers who were doing the pro- 
ductions were not aware that the ARMS system did not contain 
those e-mails. 

Mr. Barr. On what basis do you make the statement that they 
weren’t aware of it? Because it’s my impression that they were 
through several means. 

Mr. Burton. Let me — Mr. Shays, do you intend to yield to Mr. 
Barr? 

Mr. Shays. I’ll be glad to yield. 

Mr. Barr. There were various articles written in the public do- 
main back in 1998 that this problem did exist. Judicial Watch fur- 
nished letters to Judge Lamberth indicating on the record that this 
problem did exist. We had testimony just a week ago that there 
was a — in July 1998 that Mr. Haas did a search of several users’ 
files for e-mails regarding Ms. Lewinsky. And that there were a 
fairly significant quantity that were retrieved and they were deliv- 
ered to the White House counsel’s office. 

He could not — or at least testified that he could not remember 
to whom they were delivered or precisely when, and he professed 
to have no knowledge or record of when they were delivered. 

So, it mystifies me, to some extent, one, to hear you say that no- 
body in the White House counsel’s office was aware that there was 
this problem or that these e-mails were not retrievable. There was 
testimony that they were retrievable. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir 

Mr. Barr. Specifically with regard to — and I’m sure you’re aware 
of the testimony last week by Mr. Lindsay, the other Mr. Lindsay, 
that he did in fact deliver this large set of e-mails that he had re- 
trieved at the direction of Miss Lambuth to the White House coun- 
sel’s office — where are those e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. He — the e-mails were produced to the counsel’s of- 
fice. The counsel’s office checked them against e-mails it had al- 
ready been provided and produced and discovered that they were 
duplicative. So there were no new e-mails. That is my understand- 
ing of 

Mr. Barr. But where are they? 

Ms. Nolan. The F drive — Mr. Haas’s F drive, which has the re- 
sults of that search, is in the EOP; and a zip disk of that has been 
made; and that’s where Mr. Easley 

Mr. Barr. But where are the e-mails? They were hard documents 
delivered. Where are they? 

Ms. Nolan. The hard documents? Mr. Barr, I will find out. 

Mr. Barr. Well, is there any record of them having been deliv- 
ered to the White House counsel’s office in approximately July 
1998? 
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Ms. Nolan. A lawyer in the counsel’s office remembers checking 
e-mails against another — a set that we had produced and determin- 
ing that they were duplicative. 

Mr. Barr. Who is that lawyer from the White House counsel’s of- 
fice? 

Ms. Nolan. Michelle Peterson, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Might I suggest we subpoena Ms. Peterson? Maybe 
she remembers. 

Mr. Burton. I think that’s a good idea. 

Would the gentleman yield for just a moment? 

Mr. Barr. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. Now, Ms. Peterson according to your testimony, you 
said that they were duplicates of what had already been given to 
various individuals, i.e., the independent counsel and then Mr. 
Hyde’s investigation and so forth. Why didn’t you just go ahead 
and send those over there instead of checking to see if they were 
duplicates? Because you know there’s some question among some 
people about whether or not everybody has been getting the 
straight scoop on what was going on over there and what was in 
these e-mails. For somebody at the White House who works for the 
President to say that they’re duplicates still doesn’t erase all doubt. 
I mean, why didn’t they just go ahead and send the hard copies 
over to the independent counsel and to the investigative commit- 
tees that wanted them? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Burton, my understanding is that the counsel’s 
office was informed that there was or might have been a problem 
in conducting a search, that the second search was done. And I 
want to be clear that the search, as I understand it, was of the 
server, which is what Mr. Haas testified he did. That second search 
showed that there had not been a problem because those docu- 
ments had already been found, apparently, when people 

Mr. Burton. I know, but that’s not the question I’m asking. 

Ms. Nolan [continuing]. When people conducted their own 
searches of their own servers. And so there was no 

Mr. Burton. I understand. 

Ms. Nolan [continuing]. No question. 

Mr. Burton. But the question is you had hard copies of the e- 
mail. They were sent to the President’s chief counsel’s office, Mr. 
Ruffs office. Ms. Peterson went through those, and she said they 
were duplicates. But, you see, those of us who are investigating 
don’t want somebody at the White House to say they’re duplicates. 
We want the hard copy so we can look at them and see if they’re 
duplicates. Why weren’t those forwarded on so that determination 
could be made by the relevant committees that had subpoenaed the 
documents? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I’m not sure how to explain it any better than 
I have. If somebody came to me and said, here are some docu- 
ments; did we produce these? And somebody looks at them and 
says, yes, we produced them. I wouldn’t say let’s produce those, too. 
That was the question that was being asked. Have we produced 
them? 

Mr. Burton. I think the problem here is they were from a dif- 
ferent source. They went through Mr. Lindsay’s office to the chief 
counsel’s office. And they made the determination they were dupli- 
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cates. I think we ought to see those — see all of those documents. 
So we’ll send a relevant subpoena up for those as well as the zip 
disk as well. 

Mr. Shays. It’s my time. Now I yield to Mr. Shays. 

Are you finished, Mr. Barr? 

Mr. Barr. No, I could use some more time if it’s available. 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. Mr. LaTourette, are you prepared to go 
forward? 

Mr. LaTourette. I’ll yield to Mr. Barr. I would be happy to yield 
to Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

The search that that you were talking about, Ms. Nolan, I think 
you described it as the second search earlier? 

Ms. Nolan. The search that Mr. Haas did? 

Mr. Barr. Is that the search that you’re talking about when you 
say the second search? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry. You would have to point me to exactly 
where I said the second search. I assume that’s what I was talking 
about. 

Mr. Barr. I think it was pursuant to some of your answers to 
questions by Mr. Waxman you used the term second search. 

Ms. Nolan. You know, unless I see exactly where I said it I can’t 
assure you, but my best guess, Mr. Barr, is that, yes, I was refer- 
ring to the search that Mr. Haas did of the server after the Mail2 
problem had been identified. 

Mr. Barr. What was the scope of that search? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know exactly, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. When was it conducted? 

Ms. Nolan. Some time in the summer of 1998. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Barr. Is the one that you say was conducted by Mr. Haas? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Mr. Raben, last week the Department of Justice 
indicated I think that it was launching a criminal investigation of 
this matter. What was it in particular that gave rise to that deci- 
sion at that particular time last week? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know all of the facts that prompted the Cam- 
paign Finance Task Force 

Mr. Barr. How about some of them? Share some of them with 
us. 

Mr. Raben. I know there’s a filing that was submitted in the civil 
case that reflects some of the concerns that the Campaign Finance 
Task Force perceived that prompted them to initiate their inquiry. 

Mr. Barr. Are you talking about Mr. James Gilligan? 

Mr. Raben. No, sir. There’s a 

Mr. Barr. Who is James Gilligan? Could you tell us how he fits 
into the equation? 

Mr. Raben. I believe that he’s an attorney in the Civil Division, 
but I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. OK. But he is involved, is he not, with these probes? 

Mr. Raben. I’m not sure what you mean by probes. Do you mean 
the criminal inquiry that’s been initiated? 

Mr. Barr. Not only that one but the various investigations that 
have been ongoing, both civil and by the independent counsel. 
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Mr. Raben. I’m not sure exactly what he does. I can find out and 
get back to you. But I believe he’s a Civil Division attorney that’s 
been involved in the civil action. 

Mr. Barr. And he was aware at least as far back as December 
1998 about this problem, is that correct? 

Mr. Raben. I have no idea what he was aware of, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Do we a copy of — I have a letter here from Judicial 
Watch dated December 8, 1998, referencing articles from an edition 
of Insight Magazine. And if we could ask — if I could ask unanimous 
consent to have that made a part of the record, please, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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December 8, 193S 


Mir, James GiUigaa 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Civil Division 
Federal Programs Branch 
901 E Street, NW Room 312 
Washington, DC 20530 


Re: Alex; 


Dear Me, Gilligsn: 

The attached articles &om the December 2S, 1998 Issue of Insight magazine reference documents 
that am covered by on? first and second document requests, and deposition questions. Please 
take steps to assure that m documents responsive to these requests, referenced directly or 
indirectly in the attached articles, are destroyed. 

Additionally, these articles raise serious questions about the truthfulness and veracity of 
testimony elicited and presented in the 30(b)(6) depositions. 

Finally, we will be asking the Court for appropriate relief. 

Sincerely, 



501 School Street, S.W,, Suite 725, Washington, HC, 20024, lei; (202) 646-5172 
Fa; (202) 646-3199 
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Looking for information in Ail the Wrong - 
Place 



By Paul M. Rodriguez 


federal p^ttttwra^dwngasiOMl ih^sriga^ors^ar 6 

subpoenas requiring aides to hand over detailed 
information. All too often what they get from the White 
House in response to subpoenas is not what they requested 
or what they wanted. And they have to resubpoena and 
then wait sometimes weeks and months to see if the 
administration will be any more forthcoming. Generally, it 
isn’t, many complain. 

For example, the White House has been subpoenaed time 
and again by several congressional panels and federal 
■ prosecutors for telephone records that would shed light on 
who called whom, who initiated the phone conversation 

and, equally important, when key calls were made. In 

response to such requests, foe White House claims it 
doesn't have such information 2 nd the records it does 
possess and supplies consist of sketchy logs, kept by 
secretaries, of caiis made by their bosses or incoming calls 
as catalogued in handwritten notes by White House 
operators. 

"They say their systems do not keep phone-call 
details," a federal law-enforcement officials tells news 
alert! "We don't have those records from them," adds a 
congressional investigator. The only decent billing records 
investigators have seen are for cellular telephones 
maintained by individual aides. 

Why not get the billing records for White House 
phones from the telephone companies themselves? 

- -Rpranse the phone companies generally trash them slier 50 
to 90 days unless requested by a client to retain them. And. 
of course, the White House has not asked for such service. 

Naturally, therefore, it came as a complete surprise 
when federal law-enforcement and congressional 
investigators were asked by news alert! if they were aware 
that, in feet, such records do exist arid stretch right back to 
1993. "You’ve get to be kidding me!" exclaimed one 
federal prober. "Are you serious?" queried another. 

The records, which are extensive, are stored in the 
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The records, which are extensive, axe stored in the 
Old Executive Office Building. 


Computer Glitch Leads to Trove of 
’Lost' E-Mails at White House 

New technology can be a real killer when you'd rather 
keep information under wraps. Paper documents always 
can be shredded. Just ask Oliver North and Fawn Hall. But 
computers have a pesky habit of retaining information even 
after that handy delete button has been pressed. For 
example, e-mails. 

Take Project X. Yes, those White House folks just 
love their sci-fi monikers. "It's top secret and there's going 
to be hell to pay if anyone finds out about it” a White 
House insider tells news alert! "They're real nervous about 
this getting out,” a consultant says of the e-mail project, 
partly because hundreds involve Monica Lewinsky. 

So what is Project X and why is the White House 
sweating about it being revealed? Federal law-enforcement 
■ and congressional investigators for months now — in some 
cases years - have sought to get their hands on White 
House e-mail traffic. Of course, the subpoenas have flown, 
but often to little satisfaction. As with the White House 
telephone records, so with e-mails. 

- ■ ProjectX grew out of a routine computer-repair job in 
the early summer, say White House insiders. There were 
problems with a saver in a West Wing computer system, 
and engineers from a contractor discovered a blockage 
caused by about 1G0J)00 e-mails, many of which may 
come under subpoenas issued by Capitol Hill panels and 
independent counsel Ken Stair. Now the White House is 
busily and secretly undertaking a complicated 
e-mail-reconstruction effort, hoping to avoid raising the ire 
of any panel that discovers the existence of this hoard of 
electronic messages involving the offtimes-private 
chitchat. 

So why hasn't the White House come clean and 
informed various panels and Starr of the discovery? 

Insiders say there's a lively debate going on involving a fair 
— amnimnLega! ! ~ri r-spliTiing^^.aaglQliu in. tj&Jfet 

Wing believe that unless resubpoenaed, the Whit® House 
doesn't have a duty to tell anyone about the irritating new 
batch of e-mails discovered. Others aren't so sure. 

White House spokesman Barry Toiv confirms to news 
alert! the discovery and secret review. Bui he claims the 
e-mails — those of Lewinsky and her pals, for example 
-appear to duplicate some already tumei-overto 
requesters like Starr. Skeptical probers now may want a 
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Mr. Barr. That letter is dated December 8, 1998 to Mr. Gilligan 
at the Civil Division of the Department of Justice. Now, does Mr. 
Gilligan work with Michelle Peterson? 

Mr. Raben. Mr. Gilligan, I believe, is the Department of Justice 
attorney. I believe — I don’t think I know Ms. Peterson, but I think 
I learned today that she works at the White House. 

Mr. Barr. It’s a fact that Mr. Gilligan works with Michelle Peter- 
son and Sally Paxton. They are both at the White House counsel’s 
office, are they not? 

Ms. Nolan. Sally Paxton is not, sir. She was at the White House 
counsel’s office. Michelle Peterson is, yes. 

Mr. Barr. When did Ms. Paxton leave? 

Ms. Nolan. It was before I got there, sir. I’m not exactly sure. 

Mr. Barr. How about approximately? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. I could get the answer to you, but I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. You went there most recently 

Ms. Nolan. In September of this year. September of — last year, 
rather — September 1999. 

Mr. Barr. But she had been there in 1998? 

Ms. Nolan. I couldn’t testify to that. I just don’t know. I will try 
to find out. 

Mr. Barr. Maybe Mr. Lindsay is helping us out here. Is he? Is 
Mr. Lindsay helping us out here? 

Ms. Nolan. Not that I can figure out. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Bruce Lindsay is here. Would you like to testify 
Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. I’m not sure when she left. We can find out for you. 

Mr. Barr. OK. You do have a copy of the December 8th, 1998, 
letter there, I believe. 

Ms. Nolan. Oh, that’s what I have. Yes, sir. I haven’t read it yet. 

Mr. Barr. It’s a fairly short letter from Judicial Watch, and I 
don’t know if you have the attachments, but there were some at- 
tachments there. The point is that, at least in December 1998, Mr. 
James Gilligan was on notice that there was this problem with the 
e-mails. Do you need to go to another member? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, the gentleman’s time has expired. We’ll come 
back. I think we’re starting our second round. 

Let me just go back to the document that — I’ll take my 5 minutes 
now — that Mr. Barry signed. Mr. Raben. 

Mr. Raben. Raben. 

Mr. Burton. Raben. I’ll get it right. 

Mr. Raben. It’s close to the building. 

Mr. Burton. Do you agree that paragraph 4 of the affidavit is 
false? 

Mr. Raben. I haven’t seen the affidavit. 

Mr. Burton. Well, stop the clock. 

Mr. Raben. I mean 

Mr. Burton. Give Mr. Raben the document — 56. Would some- 
body give him a copy of the document? It’s on the table in front of 
you, I guess. They tell me it is. 

Mr. Raben. Oh, I’m sorry. Yes there is a 56 here. 

Mr. Burton. Would you look at paragraph 4 of the affidavit? 
Would you agree 
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Mr. Raben. Since July 14th, that one? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. Would you agree that that’s false? 

Mr. Raben. I just want to be clear. So this is the declaration that 
we’re talking about, paragraph 4? Since July 14th, 1994, e-mail 
within the EOP, that paragraph? 

Mr. Burton. That’s it. 

Mr. Raben. I have no knowledge. I have no ability to determine 
whether it’s true or false. 

Mr. Burton. You know, I think I’ve asked you four or five ques- 
tions, Mr. Raben, and every one of those questions you said you 
have no knowledge or you can’t — what are you doing here? 

Mr. Raben. Well, you subpoenaed me, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I subpoenaed — well, I’ll tell you what I’ll do 
the next time. I’ll just have to subpoena the whole doggone Justice 
Department. Because somebody has the answer up there. You’re 
the man that was supposed to be the one that could answer the 
questions. You have no knowledge. Did you talk to anybody at the 
Justice Department about the questioning that was going to go on 
this week? 

Mr. Raben. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Burton. Did you go over any of the documents or any of the 
information that we discussed last week or any of the testimony of 
last week? 

Mr. Raben. I looked through some of the public documents that 
I know to have been disseminated in this case, some of the tran- 
scripts. 

Mr. Burton. Last week, we talked to Mr. Barry, and it was a 
significant part of the discussion. Do you recall us talking to Mr. 
Barry? Did you review any of those documents that we talked to 
Mr. Barry about? 

Mr. Raben. I did not. 

Mr. Burton. You did not. Did you review any of the testimony 
from last week? 

Mr. Raben. I read some of it, yes. 

Mr. Burton. You read some of it. 

Mr. Raben. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. So you came to testify and you hadn’t reviewed the 
documents or the information. 

Ms. Nolan, did Mr. Barry express any hesitation about signing 
that affidavit, do you know? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know sir. I wasn’t there, and I don’t know. 

Mr. Burton. We’ve been informed that Barry was told not to 
worry about it by Justice Department lawyers, but you have no 
knowledge of that. 

Ms. Nolan. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Burton. Neither does Mr. Raben. 

Mr. Raben, do you know if Barry expressed any hesitation to 
Justice Department lawyers that the affidavit that they help him 
prepare was accurate, was not accurate? 

Mr. Raben. No. 

Mr. Burton. You have no knowledge. 

Mr. Raben. No knowledge. 

Mr. Burton. Who at the Justice Department would have knowl- 
edge? 
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Mr. Raben. Knowledge of what? Of Mr. 

Mr. Burton. Of this affidavit and whether or not they told Mr. 
Barry that there was no problem with him signing it. 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. I will try to find out for you, sir. I pre- 
sume that we’re talking about people within the Civil Division. 

Mr. Burton. Do you know who helped him prepare the affidavit? 

Mr. Raben. Do not. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t know that either. 

Mr. Raben. I do not. 

Mr. Burton. So you don’t know if Mr. Barry was told not to 
worry about any problems in the affidavit. You don’t know that ei- 
ther. 

Mr. Raben. No. I have failed to say and should make it clear, 
I presume, but you will not be surprised to hear that I don’t know 
that many of the facts that you’re talking about are now going to 
be encompassed or are encompassed within an initiated criminal 
inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. Within your investigation that you will control at 
the Justice Department, correct. 

Mr. Raben. There will be a Justice Department criminal inves- 
tigation of 

Mr. Burton. And usually when we asked for information, when 
the Justice Department involves itself in a criminal investigation, 
they say that’s pending before the Justice Department, and a con- 
gressional committee has no jurisdiction until it has been resolved. 
That’s the kind of answer we’ve been getting time after time. It’s 
before the grand jury, it’s 6-C material, and we can’t get anything 
out of the Justice Department. 

Let me just say I want to know — I’m asking you to find out who 
helped draft that affidavit. I want to know exactly who at the Jus- 
tice Department helped prepare that affidavit. 

And, Ms. Nolan, I would like to know at the White House who 
exactly help participate in drafting that affidavit. Because I’m 
going to subpoena those people and have them come before the 
committee and ask them whether or not they gave him that kind 
of information, that there was no risk in him signing that. 

Mr. Barr. Would the chairman yield for a moment? 

Mr. Burton. I would like to find out, if you have somebody that’s 
an assistant here, if you can get that information by the end of the 
hearing. We’re going to be here until 5:30 or 6 probably. So would 
you instruct your counterparts from the Justice Department and 
the White House to give us the names of the people who worked 
on those affidavits? We want to talk to them. OK. Would you do 
that? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

Mr. Barr. If the chairman would yield for a moment. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. Who’s next on the list here? 

Mr. Barr, you’re next, because Mr. Waxman is not yet here. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman, following on your question with regard to the tim- 
ing of the latest so-called criminal probe, the record that you’ve es- 
tablished, Mr. Chairman, clearly establishes that the White House 
knew there was a problem with these e-mails, their retention and 
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retrieval as early as January, late January, early February 1998. 
Even if they maintained that somehow they did not know then, 
clearly by the summer of 1998 they knew there was a serious prob- 
lem. 

We also know that the Justice Department had conversations 
with Mark Lindsay in 1998. We also know now that the Justice De- 
partment knew directly from the civil proceedings that Judicial 
Watch is handling — we’ll give them the benefit of the doubt — as 
late as December 1998 that there was a serious problem here. Yet 
the Department of Justice, for reasons professed to be unknown by 
the Department of Justice witnesses today, cannot tell us any rea- 
soning as to why the timing of their so-called criminal probe didn’t 
occur until last week. 

In the absence of some explanation as to why they sat on this 
for month after month after month after month, Mr. Chairman, I’m 
left, unfortunately, with the same conclusion that you have, that 
the timing of the so-called criminal probe announced last week is 
simply to thwart the discovery in the civil case or cases as well as 
this committee’s legitimate probe. 

And I agree with you, Mr. Chairman, that is something that we 
ought to look into. Because if, in fact, the system whereby legiti- 
mate investigations are used legitimately to limit outside investiga- 
tions while a legitimate criminal probe is going on in order to pro- 
tect that information normally within the breast of a grand jury is 
being abused simply to deny materials to a plaintiff or — and/or to 
deny materials to a congressional investigation, Mr. Chairman, 
that goes beyond simply incompetence to obstruction of justice and 
obstruction of Congress. And that doesn’t even get to the obstruc- 
tion that we went into last week with regard to witnesses testifying 
under oath that they were intimidated into not disclosing evidence 
that they had about this particular problem. So I consider the hear- 
ing last week and this followup hearing, Mr. Chairman, very, very 
serious. 

And again, the position, Ms. Nolan, that you’ve taken that Mr. 
Ruff either didn’t know there was a real problem here or thought 
it had just gone away or been resolved just does not make any 
sense. White House lawyers knew there was a problem. The Office 
of Administration knew there was a problem. The Department of 
Justice knew there was a problem. It just strains credibility for you 
to say that, in your view, Mr. Ruff thought this problem had been 
resolved. It clearly had not been resolved, and that’s what’s par- 
ticularly bothersome to us. 

And yet you seem to be saying that the problem, as you all saw 
it, had no effect on the subpoenas until you read about it I think 
you said in the Washington Times in February of this year. Are 
you having us believe that nobody within the White House commu- 
nicates with people in the Office of Administration or nobody in the 
White House counsel’s office communicates with people at the De- 
partment of Justice? Because each one of the offices knew there 
was a problem. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, I can’t affect what you believe. I can tell 
you 

Mr. Barr. Yes, you can. 
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Ms. Nolan. I can tell you that it is my testimony, it has been 
my testimony through several hours here, that Mr. Ruff has in- 
formed me that he was aware that there might have been or was 
a problem with a search, that it turned out there was not a prob- 
lem with that search because the retrieved e-mails were duplica- 
tive, that he was not aware that there was an ongoing problem. I 
can’t speak to what the Department of Justice knew or 

Mr. Barr. At what point did Mr. Ruff, in your opinion or your 
view, realize that there was still a problem? 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. We’ll let her an- 
swer. 

Ms. Nolan. We’ve talked to him in the past month, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. He realized there’s a problem. 

Ms. Nolan. He realizes now that the Mail2 and letter D prob- 
lems, computer problems, could have affected searches that were 
conducted. 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, we’ll get back to you. Mr. Waxman would 
like to have his 5 minutes now. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to clarify for the record there’s been some question about 
Mr. Haas’s testimony. And this is from the record from last week. 

Robert Haas, with regard to the zip disk, 

Mr. Burton. OK, did you ever save any search responses or records on another 
electronic media such as a zip drive? Question. 

Mr. HAAS. Just the stuff I saved for the people with the subpoena right now last 
week. I’ve never saved it on a zip drive for anybody. 

Mr. Burton. Never saved it on a zip drive or any kind of electronic device that 
you might have had at home or something? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. I don’t have a zip drive. I have a zip drive at home that is 
currently broke, but I don’t have any — I just recently got a zip drive at work to 
record these documents last week, but I don’t 

Mr. Burton. The one at home though doesn’t have any information on it? 

Mr. Haas. No, sir. 

So the central point was what he was asked about he said that 
he had — the stuff he saved for the people with the subpoena right 
now last week. 

Now, I want to also make a point for the record about Tony 
Barry or Daniel Tony Barry. The chairman made a perjury allega- 
tion regarding his affidavit which was submitted in July 1999. 
Now, this affidavit was part of a civil suit brought by plaintiffs rep- 
resented by Larry Klayman of Judicial Watch. Mr. Barry is a ca- 
reer civil servant with expertise in technical computer matters. I 
understand that the affidavit was filed in response to complaints 
by Larry Klayman regarding the efforts of the Office of Administra- 
tion to reconstruct e-mails that existed before the establishment of 
the Automated Records Management System, or the ARMS, in 
1994. This reconstruction effort is separate from reconstruction re- 
lated to the Mail2 e-mail problem that this committee has recently 
been examining. 

Mr. Barry’s affidavit that describes the 1994 reconstruction sta- 
tus should be taken in the proper context. It addressed questions 
such as the status of the restoration and reconstruction process for 
pre-July 14th, 1994 e-mail, the time and cost associated with con- 
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ducting the e-mail search proposed by the plaintiffs in the civil law- 
suit and the steps involved with such a search. 

Now it’s true that the affidavit did not disclose the Mail2 com- 
puter glitch that occurred several years later. But, given the con- 
text of the affidavit, it’s hard to see how that omission would be 
perjury. 

It appears that the main point of the affidavit was to describe 
the status of the pre-ARMS e-mail reconstruction and how searches 
requested by the plaintiff would be conducted. In hindsight it 
would have been a good idea to include information in the affidavit 
regarding the status of the Mail2 problem. However, the omission 
of that information is a far cry from perjury. 

Then I understand an issue has come up with the Armstrong 
case and what was the requirement placed on the White House. 
And in that case — and I was able to read this from the case — 
whereas Federal records are subject to strict document manage- 
ment regime, supervised by the Archivist, the Presidential Records 
Act accords the President virtually complete control over his 
records during his term of office. That’s from the Armstrong case. 
Neither the Archivist nor an agency head can initiate any action 
through the Attorney General to effect recovery or ensure preserva- 
tion of Presidential records. So, it would appear that, even though 
the case didn’t apply to the Presidential records, the White House 
was still trying to create a system where they would treat the Pres- 
idential records the same as they would any other Federal records. 

And then just on this point about the Justice Department 
launching an investigation in order to keep a real investigation 
from taking place, I think we all ought to remember that there’s 
still an independent counsel, Mr. Ray; and he’s investigating 
whether he got all the information to which he was entitled. 

So even if you accept this theory that Justice is not doing the 
job — and I don’t accept that theory that’s a huge leap — but if you 
accept that theory, the fact of the matter is there is an independent 
investigator out there looking to see whether the e-mails were 
properly turned over and whether there’s information that the 
independent counsel didn’t receive pursuant to its investigation. 

I see my time has expired, Mr. Chairman. I’ll come back later 
with another round. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Nolan, I have low expectations; and if I do, I don’t get frus- 
trated. I still don’t know who hired Craig Livingstone. And I’m 
dealing with a White House that would send a President a memo 
from Phil Caplan entitled, DNC Finances. And he said, “Of this 
amount, $2 million will be used for campaign, $1.5 million for cam- 
paign winddown and compliance/audit, and $1 million for potential 
fines.” So we had a White House that knew they were going to 
break the law. I certainly knew a campaign that would have to pay 
fines to do it. 

So my expectations are pretty low. But I would like to try to get 
some basic information. One of them is, I want to identify this doc- 
ument. You make reference to it. We sent a letter on March 21st 
to James Wilson, the chief counsel. 
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Ms. Nolan. Can you tell me what document you’re referring to, 
Mr. Shays? 

Mr. Shays. It’s NG-1. 

Why don’t we put it up on the board? Just that first page is good 
enough. 

Tell me what this document is. This was sent to us by the associ- 
ate counsel to the President, Dimitri Nionakis. 

Ms. Nolan. Nionakis. 

Mr. Shays. Nionakis, thank you. So Mr. Nionakis sent this to us. 
You made reference to it in your testimony. Tell me what this doc- 
ument is. 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, sir. I don’t remember making reference to 
it myself other than in response to a question, but I can. 

Mr. Shays. Turn to the bottom of page 6. 

Ms. Nolan. Page 6 of my testimony. 

Mr. Shays. Your testimony. I would like you to read it, read all 
of 2. 

Ms. Nolan. Oh, yes, sir. I do remember this now. 

Mr. Shays. Would you read it, please? 

Ms. Nolan. “Absent a search of back-up tapes, we cannot cur- 
rently estimate how many e-mails were affected. Late Friday, 
March 17, N-G counsel provided OA with a document that appears 
to reflect that on June 18, 1998, an N-G employee reviewed the af- 
fected ARMS managed account on the server and counted the num- 
ber of affected e-mails on the server at that time. I have been in- 
formed that OA and IS&T personnel were previously unaware that 
that document existed or that anyone had estimated the number 
of unrecorded e-mails. Although we cannot attest to the accuracy 
of this document, we provided it to you yesterday.” 

Mr. Shays. Now, do you have any reason to doubt the accuracy? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. 

Mr. Shays. OK. It says, “I have been informed that OA and 
IS&T personnel were previously unaware that that document ex- 
isted or that anyone had estimated the number of unrecorded 
records.” That same language, “I have been informed that OA and 
IS&T personnel were previously unaware that that document ex- 
isted or that anyone had estimated the number of unrecorded e- 
mails,” we have two different “I’s” with the same sentence — that’s 
6. Now, let’s just deal with 

[Exhibit 61 follows:] 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH i NOTON 


March 23, 2000 


BY HAND 


James Wilson, Chief Counsel 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
21 57 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

l enclose the Executive Office of the President’s (EOP) initial production of materials in 
response to the Committee's March 9, 2000 subpoena. The documents bear control numbers 
E 0001-3396. 

As I explained to you during our telephone conversation on March 10, 2000, in an effort 
to accommodate the Committee's request for these materials, we have expedited the EOP's 
search. As we further discussed on March 15 and yesterday, the EO? will continue producing 
documents to the Committee on a rolling basis as we complete our search. We anticipate 
producing more materials by close of business Monday, March 27, 2000. 

In further response to the Committee's question about the number of affected e-mails, we 
want to inform you that on Friday, March 17, 2000, N-G counsel provided the EOP's Office of 
Administration {OA) with a document created by one of its employees. This document appears 
to reflect that on June 1 8, 1 998, an N-G employee reviewed the affected ARMS-managed 
accounts on the server at that time. 1 have been informed that OA and IS&T personnel were 
previously unaware that this document existed or that anyone had estimated the number of 
unrecorded e-mails. Although we cannot attest to the accuracy of tins document, it appears that 
it lists, among other things, for each affected account existing on or about June 18, 1998: (I) the 
date of its creation, (2) the total number of e-maiis existing on the server, and (3) the total 
number of e-maiis existing on the server that were not captured by ARMS. This document is 
included in today's production and bears control numbers E 0009-81 


James Wilson 
March 21, 2000 
Page 2 


If you have any questions, please call me at 202-456-5814. 

Sincerely, 

$ 

Dimitri 

Associate Counsel to the President 



Enclosures 
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Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, 61 is? 

Mr. Shays. It’s just the same sentence. It’s just from Nionakis. 
He said the same thing. That was in his letter of transmittal. It’s 
interesting you both use the same sentence but “I” is you and “I” 
is him. So I want to know who you spoke with, who informed you. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Nionakis, sir. 

Mr. Shays. So Mr. Nionakis informed you that OA and IS&T 
personnel were previously unaware that that document existed or 
that anyone had estimated the number of unrecorded e-mails. 
That’s 

Ms. Nolan. Previously unaware that anyone had. 

Mr. Shays. Who told you? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Nionakis, sir. 

Mr. Shays. So Mr. Nionakis says, I have been informed that OA 
and IS&T personnel were previously unaware that this document 
existed or that anyone had estimated the number of unrecorded e- 
mails. Would he tell me that you told him that? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir, I don’t believe he would. 

Mr. Shays. What do you think he would say? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe that he spoke with the general counsel of 
the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Shays. Now, this document has a lot of names in it. Why 
don’t you just tell me what it means, that first page? 

Ms. Nolan. Let me make clear this is a document that a Nor- 
throp Grumman employee provided. It’s not something we pro- 
duced. 

Mr. Shays. You have no interest in this document? 

Ms. Nolan. I did not say that, sir. I just said I want to make 
clear, if I’m going to answer questions, that it’s not something that 
I produced or that I’m going to be telling you what I know from 
the document. 

Mr. Shays. Fair enough. I think that’s fair to point out. 

My interest is just knowing if you have enough interest to know 
about this document. Because really what the White House has 
consistently done is it has simply chosen not to know information. 
Then they don’t have to share information. So I’m interested 
that 

Mr. Chairman, my time has run out. I wonder if my colleague 
would yield me his 5 minutes. 

Mr. LaTourette. I would be happy to yield it Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. LaTourette will yield. 

Mr. Shays. Let’s just take Dorian Weaver. It has 441, the num- 
ber of 441. 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, sir, where are you on it? 

Mr. Shays. Third name down. What does that mean? 

Ms. Nolan. What does 441 mean? 

Mr. Shays. Yes. 

Ms. Nolan. I believe that the 441 refers to the e-mails that were 
not captured by ARMS. 

Mr. Shays. So now if I turn to page 304 of that document 

Ms. Nolan. Pardon, sir? 

Mr. Shays. If I turn to page 304 of that document, I see on the 
document Phillip Caplan, the same one I believe who wrote that 
memo. I call it the ugh memo because alongside of it is the Presi- 
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dent’s handwritten ugh when he learned that they would have to 
pay set aside $1 million for potential fines. So — but turn to this 
document here. Do you see the name Phillip Caplan at the bottom? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. What’s the number you see there? 

Ms. Nolan. I see 944 and 5559. 

Mr. Shays. And may I make an assumption that that’s poten- 
tially 944 e-mails that he sent the White House that we haven’t yet 
seen? 

Ms. Nolan. Again, you know, I’m not the creator of this docu- 
ment. I am not the best person to answer these questions. 

Mr. Shays. No, you are the best person to answer this question. 

Ms. Nolan. The assumption is wrong. Because sir, it — my under- 
standing is that the 944 reflects e-mails that came in to him, not 
e-mails that he created. 

Mr. Shays. E-mails that came in. 

Ms. Nolan. From outside the complex. 

Mr. Shays. So we got some e-mails. We just didn’t get these e- 
mails. 

Ms. Nolan. We don’t know if we got these e-mails or not. 

Mr. Shays. You probably don’t care to ever find out. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, we have hired a contractor to restore the back- 
up tapes and make them searchable so we can do that. I certainly 
do care that we find 

Mr. Shays. Why should I feel moved by what you said when we 
had Insight Magazine that a year ago talked about this and then 
we had Washington Times that had a story — but this time, unlike 
Insight, they have a name, Sheryl Hall. She broke the story, and 
then you people tell us the problem. You didn’t come first. We had 
to read about it in the newspaper, didn’t we? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, that’s when I learned of the problem. 

Mr. Shays. But isn’t it true 

Ms. Nolan. No, I don’t understand what you’re saying is true. 

Mr. Shays. Isn’t it true that this was a problem that existed for 
a long period of time? The White House knew for a fairly extensive 
period of time. We have testimony I believe from last week that 
two personnel from the White House were told of this document — 
you don’t have the document. OK. 

The question I have is that the first time we learned about it was 
through a newspaper story. And it’s your story that the first time 
you learned about it was through the newspaper? 

Ms. Nolan. It is my testimony that the first time I learned of 
it was with respect to the litigation. I don’t know if it was in the 
newspaper. 

Mr. Shays. When was the first time that John Podesta learned 
of it? 

Ms. Nolan. As I testified earlier, John Podesta 

Mr. Shays. June 19th, 1998. That’s when he learned of it. 

Ms. Nolan. He learned of some problem, sir. I don’t know — I can 
tell you this: In the past month, my understanding of the problem 
has grown quite a bit. 

Mr. Shays. What is the date on the front page of this document? 

Ms. Nolan. This document was provided to us less than 2 weeks 
ago, sir. Less than 2 weeks ago. 



423 


Mr. Shays. What is the date of it? At the top of it? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t see a date. Oh, 6/18/98. 

Mr. Shays. Right. Now, I had made reference to you of 246,000 
e-mails. And you said, well, you didn’t know how many. Why 
wouldn’t you have counted these up? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, this reflects the count that was done by Nor- 
throp Grumman employee on a particular day. There are 3,400 
back-up tapes. There may well be e-mails on those that aren’t re- 
flected here. 

Mr. Shays. I understand. But I’m just curious why you wouldn’t 
have wanted to know how many we were talking about. Are we 
talking about 50? Are we talking about a few thousand? Why don’t 
you have any curiosity to find out these — I would have wanted to 
know, if I were you. I would have wanted to know how big the po- 
tential universe is. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, I want to know, too. That’s why we have 
a contractor, to look at those 3,400 or more back-up tapes and find 
out. That’s the way we’ll know. 

Mr. Shays. This document includes 247, give or take, 46,000 po- 
tential e-mails. Correct? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know that, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Because you didn’t count them. Their numbers are 
right here. You haven’t asked anyone to just add them up. 

Ms. Nolan. I have not added them up, sir. 

Mr. Shays. You did not ask anyone else to. 

Ms. Nolan. I did not ask anyone. 

Mr. Shays. How come? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I thought — you know, what I wanted to do is see 
that we get those back-up tapes restored and searched, and that’s 
what I’m doing. If you want to count e-mails on a particular day, 
you can do that. But that is not going to answer the question. 

Mr. Shays. Bruce Lindsay 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. I have the next round, and I’ll yield to 
my colleague. 

Mr. Shays. I mean, just going through them, my curiosity 

Ms. Nolan. Can I answer two questions? 

Mr. Burton. If the gentlemen would yield, I understand that the 
witnesses need to take a quick break, and if that be the case 

Mr. Shays. Let’s do that. 

Mr. Burton [continuing]. We’ll allow them, if we could, 5 to 10 
minutes for that. And whatever questions you have of the Chair 
we’ll answer when you come back. 

Ms. Nolan. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. 

Mr. Shays, you have my time. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, can I make the 

Mr. Burton. Yes, hold it just a second. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Nolan. You had asked or the committee had asked two 
questions. I said I would try to get back to you today. 

Mr. Burton. You have the answers. 

Ms. Nolan. Sandy Paxton left the White House on January 4, 
1999. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 
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Ms. Nolan. And Michelle Peterson was the counsel’s office law- 
yer working on the case at the time that the Barry affidavit was 
done. 

Mr. Burton. So she 

Ms. Nolan. She worked on the case. I don’t know yet whether 
she worked on the affidavit. But she was — she was the counsel’s of- 
fice lawyer who was responsible for that case. 

Mr. Burton. Well, the thing is 

Ms. Nolan. So if it was somebody in the counsel’s office it would 
have been Michelle Peterson. 

Mr. Burton. The reason I would like to have a definitive answer 
from both of you today is because we’re going to have more hear- 
ings, but I want to minimize those. If we bring more people in, we 
say, it wasn’t me, it was somebody else. We have to go through this 
again and again. I mean, we’re going to be consistent and follow 
through to get as many of these answers as possible. So, Mr. 
Raben, have you found out anything? 

Mr. Raben. No, I sent a gentleman to check, and we’re waiting 
on an answer, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You’ll inform us as soon as you’re ready. 

Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Ms. Nolan, you may have misspoke, and I don’t want to try to 
trap you into misspeaking. You said the first time you learned 
about the problem was reading it in the newspaper on March — on 
February 15th. Is that your testimony? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. You said that, sir. I don’t believe I said that. 
I said that the first time I learned about the scope of the problem 
was following the filing in the case. I was briefed in February. I’m 
not sure 

Mr. Shays. Weren’t you briefed in January? 

Ms. Nolan. I was briefed in January, as I testified this morning, 
about a post-presidency transition. 

Mr. Shays. You were briefed that there was a problem with the 
Mail2 issue. 

Ms. Nolan. I was briefed on the Mail2 and letter D problem but 
not, sir 

Mr. Shays. So we found out after the story. You found out before 
the story. 

Ms. Nolan. I did not find out the scope or nature of the problem, 
no, sir. 

Mr. Shays. So you said there were — the scope is 526 total users 
affected. That’s a pretty large scope. 

Ms. Nolan. Earlier, sir, you thought that the scope was how 
many e-mails 

Mr. Shays. No, but that’s the users. So your noninquisitive mind 
is really demonstrated here. 

Did you find 

Ms. Nolan. That’s the first person who has accused me of that, 
sir. 

Mr. Shays. Well, I’m accusing you of it. 

Ms. Nolan. I hear it. I hear the accusation, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And the accusation is very clear. You were given a 
document ultimately that had thousands, hundreds of thousands of 
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names. Let’s just go through some of these names. I would think 
you would have wanted to go through it. Phillip Caplan, who wrote 
the ugh memo, he had 944; Bruce Lindsay, 17; Betty Curry, 811. 
Boy, I would love to see some of these e-mails. 

Ms. Nolan. I am informed, sir, that these e-mails 

Mr. Shays. I’m not finished. Erskine Bowles, 161; Ira Magaziner, 
3,693; Bill Clinton, 2. 

Now, see, the reason I’m speaking this way is it is only, you 
know, that one memo from Mr. Caplan I’m sure people didn’t want 
us to get when they acknowledged that they knew they were going 
to break the law and be fined a million dollars potentially. So you 
know, even one out of 246,000 might be very interesting for us to 
see, might be pertinent to all these investigations. 

What did you want to say? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, I wanted to say, first of all, memos by 
Mr. Caplan would have been captured because it’s only e-mail com- 
ing into the system that was affected by the Mail2 and letter D 
problem. 

Mr. Shays. Is it your testimony that he never sent e-mails from 
outside the White House to the White House? He sent e-mails back 
and forth from outside and inside? I mean, clearly you’re not saying 
that to us. 

Ms. Nolan. It’s not my testimony. I have no idea what his prac- 
tice was. 

Mr. Shays. So do you want to withdraw the statement you just 
made implying 

Ms. Nolan. I wouldn’t like to withdraw it, sir, but I’m certainly 
happy to be more specific. E-mail written by Mr. Caplan in the 
EOP would have been captured by an ARMS search, as I under- 
stand the ARMS system. 

The second thing I would like to say 

Mr. Shays. If he sent them outside, they wouldn’t be captured. 

Ms. Nolan. No sir, they would. It’s only e-mail that came into 
the complex. That’s exactly what I mean about how difficult it is 
to understand this problem. 

Mr. Shays. If he sent them from outside to in. 

Ms. Nolan. If he sent them from outside to in during the rel- 
evant periods, they would not have been captured by ARMS. Un- 
less — but they may have been left on the server, they may have 
been captured because they were forwarded or because they were 
replied to with history. 

The other thing I wanted to say about these numbers is that I 
understand that the numbers refer to how many incoming e-mails 
there were on somebody’s server, not necessarily how many incom- 
ing e-mails had not been captured by ARMS. 

Mr. Shays. So your point is that the number is going to be less, 
and I agree with that. I mean, you may find that this number of 
246 will be reduced because you have an e-mails found in individ- 
ual PCs. You may find it’s reduced because you have e-mails found 
attached to sent e-mails with history. You find it reduced because 
e-mails found in printed files. You may find it reduced because e- 
mails retrieved from back-up tapes. All of that may be true, but 
given the extraordinary number of e-mails they’re probably going 
to be thousands and thousands and thousands that aren’t. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays, we’ll get back to you. We are now going 
to the long-suffering Mr. LaTourette. 

Ms. Nolan. May I make something clear, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Sure. 

Ms. Nolan. The left column, as I understand it, is total e-mail; 
and the column under the name on the record we’re looking at, as 
I understand it, is unrecorded e-mail. 

Mr. Burton. Before we go to Mr. LaTourette, I just want to clar- 
ify one point that you made. You said that a contract had been 
signed and that it was going to take approximately 6 months and 
that they were going to be going through these e-mails in batches, 
starting with the most current and going backward, is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. The timing of what e-mails will go through or what 
back-up tapes has not been determined yet, sir. It is correct that 
a contract was signed this week and that 

Mr. Burton. Who will make that determination? 

Ms. Nolan. We will — the counsel’s office will work with the var- 
ious investigative bodies and the Office of Administration who’s ad- 
ministering the contract. 

The first thing they have to do is get the back-up tapes on a sys- 
tem, as I understand it, and figure out what dates they reflect and 
that kind of thing. We just don’t have that information yet. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll need to talk to you about that later. 

Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Nolan, I was out of the room after the votes. Did you find 
the information that Mr. Waxman’s question — that is, how many e- 
mails from the Office of the Vice President have been turned over? 

Ms. Nolan. I haven’t gotten that answer yet, Mr. LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. When you do do that, could I add a couple of 
additional requests, that is, that in — that sort of you can tell us 
how many were from the Vice President himself, Mr. Gore. And, 
two, if you could supply to the committee in writing the names of 
the three e-mail users who have accounts created after 1997 but 
who are not being captured by the ARMS system from the Office 
of the Vice President — if you could supply that to the committee, 
I would appreciate it. 

Here as I have been listening that the problem that I continue 
to have and I think some of my colleagues continue to have is 
that — over this assertion that when Mr. Haas does this manual 
search that everything that he finds is duplicative. Here’s why I 
have trouble with it. 

Mr. LaTourette. The reason that this problem became — people 
became aware of it at all was Mr. Barry finds two — one side of a 
conversation that Monica Lewinsky is having with someone in the 
White House. And so not within the White House complex is this 
missing e-mail, that is, the one that’s come in, that’s how this prob- 
lem came about. So for someone then to go on to the server and 
say that you dredged up, with the name of Lewinsky or Betty 
Curry or whatever, you dredged up this entire body of information, 
that can’t be right because the problem is the stuff that was com- 
ing in isn’t there any more. 

And the reason is, just to go one step further, when we were 
talking to Mr. Haas, he said that when the White House got a doc- 
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ument request they would ask for people — for instance, if there was 
something relative to your computer, could you please check your 
hard drive and see what’s located there. But if you deleted it before 
the end of the business day, when the server kicks in to run the 
back-up tape, it’s gone. I mean, it’s nowhere unless it’s been cap- 
tured by ARMS, and these things weren’t captured by ARMS. So 
they are just gone. 

And that’s the difficulty that I think that we’re having when you 
say that it is duplicative. And I just want to turn your attention 
to 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. LaTourette, may I just mention that it is gone, 
unless, as I said, it was forwarded or replied to with history and 
that kind of thing. 

Mr. LaTourette. Again, I’m sort of computer stupid, but I know 
that at the end of every day when I shut down my Microsoft ex- 
change or whatever it is, it deletes everything in my deleted sec- 
tion, they’re gone, and then the server in my office backs things up 
at five o’clock every night. So anything that I’ve deleted from my 
computer during the course of the day isn’t backed up anywhere, 
it’s gone, you’re right, unless I’ve maintained it or forwarded it or 
done something else. 

But to suggest that that happened to all of them I think is not — 
doesn’t comport with what the reality of the user system is. 

If you could look at an exhibit that we’ve marked WH-3 

Ms. Nolan. Let me find it. 

Mr. LaTourette. Sure. 

Ms. Nolan. I have it. 

Mr. LaTourette. Do you know who the author of that document 
is, WH-3? 

Ms. Nolan. They were drafted by Dimitri Nionakis, an associate 
counsel. 

Mr. LaTourette. All right. And, specifically, if I could turn your 
attention to the beginning and something on page two called the 
Affect on Searches to Respond to Subpoena Requests. About the, 
oh, the second question under that: “but if you didn’t search these 
e-mail, you haven’t really complied with all the subpoena requests.” 

The answer is: “that isn’t really accurate. When we search for re- 
sponsive materials, in addition to the ARMS search, all individual 
users are told to search their own computer records. So a search 
should have covered everything on the server at that time, includ- 
ing any undeleted incoming e-mails.” Which is what we’ve been 
talking about, any undeleted incoming e-mails. 

The next question is: “what if they were deleted before the search 
of the server?” 

And then the answer is: “then it would be the same as someone 
tossing out a piece of paper that they didn’t need anymore.” 

“did you search the server to see if they were still there?” 

And then this question is the one I want to — the answer is: “as 
we’ve told congressional committees and independent counsel, the 
server could only be searched manually, and we don’t have the 
time or the funds to perform manual searches for every subpoena 
request.” 

And this document was prepared for what, the White House 
counsel’s office? 
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Ms. Nolan. It was prepared as talking points, I believe, for press 
discussions. It only stayed in draft. We didn’t use it. So we never 
finished it. 

Mr. LaTourette. But the fact of the matter is, in response to 
subpoenas or requests, be it from a court or a congressional com- 
mittee, as I understood it, a memo would go out and say, hey, we’ve 
gotten a subpoena, please search your hard drives. And people 
would look at their hard drives. But if they weren’t there, we 
wouldn’t find them. But there was no obligation then, nor was any- 
thing done to search the servers because of the time and expense. 

Ms. Nolan. Yeah. It seem like that there was some confusion 
about that. 

I’d like to try to clarify it if I can. I am not sure my computer 
expertise is any different from the one you said you have. 

When an EOP user turns on his or her computer, there are e- 
mail accounts, there are word processing accounts. The e-mail ac- 
counts — my e-mail, when I open my computer and turn it on and 
go to my e-mail, all that e-mail actually resides on the server. It 
doesn’t reside in my hard disk on my PC. But if I’m told to search 
my e-mail, I go to my e-mail account and search that e-mail. It 
physically resides on the server, but to me and to any average, nor- 
mal person, I think, it looks like that is the e-mail on my computer. 

So there’s a technical difference between what’s on your PC and 
what’s on your server but not a real-life difference to people who 
are doing the searches of their own computers. 

Mr. LaTourette. If I could just ask one more question, Mr. 
Chairman. 

This is the point. I think you’re exactly right, and you do appear 
to have as much knowledge as I do about computers, but that stuff 
is on the server. It’s not on your computer after you’ve gotten rid 
of it. 

In other words, if you sent me an e-mail, I open it, I write back 
to you, but then I delete that string, that correspondence, it may 
be on your server and my server — not mine if you have sent the 
e-mail — but it’s no longer on my computer, and there’s no way I 
can retrieve that from my computer. 

Ms. Nolan. If I delete an e-mail, I’m deleting it from the server 
as well as from my computer. There’s no difference. 

Mr. LaTourette. Unless — OK, unless — I would say this. Unless 
you left it at the end of the business day, the system backs up. 

Ms. Nolan. Then it’s on a back-up tape, sir, but it would not be 
on the server anymore. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. My time’s up. I’ll come back later. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. I’d like to yield time to the gentleman from — where is 
it? Somewhere in the Midwest, Ohio? 

Mr. LaTourette. It’s Ohio, Mr. Barr. It is right on top of Geor- 
gia almost. And I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I want to talk a little bit about something we were talking to Mr. 
Mark Lindsay about when we was here last week, and that is, he 
talked about a prioritization list. In other words, although what 
was the matter with the system didn’t apparently come to Mr. 
Ruffs attention, according to what he’s told you, Mr. Mark Lindsay 
had a very good understanding of, that this was a two part prob- 
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lem. One is, and they called it stopping the bleeding, that is, to 
make sure that all incoming e-mail was captured by the ARMS sys- 
tem, and that’s what cost $600,000, and they worked real hard on 
them, and some people said they called it project X after the X files 
and all that other business. 

But the second part was the reconstruction of all of the stuff that 
hadn’t been captured in over 2 years, and Mark Lindsay under- 
stood that, and he indicated that he had a series of meetings with 
people, and this was sort of like when one of those honey-do lists 
that, OK, we have to do this with our computers, we have to recon- 
struct the e-mails that we didn’t do to put them into the ARMS 
system, we have to do that. And I think he used the word mission- 
critical. He said that there was a list established that identified 
mission-critical things that needed to be done. 

One thing that he recalled was there was a Cabinet meeting, ap- 
parently, and the Vice President said, you know what, there’s going 
to be a poster child for Y2K non-compliance, and I’m going to tell 
you right now, it’s not going to be the White House, and so you 
guys get your act together and make sure we’re all squared away. 

So Mr. Lindsay spent a lot of time getting Y2K compliant. He did 
a lot of other things, but he told us last week that he knew that 
this was a problem, but he didn’t do anything to reconstruct this 
MAIL2 server problem because it wasn’t mission-critical. Do you 
have any knowledge of that whatsoever? 

Ms. Nolan. I have knowledge of something around that, Mr. 
LaTourette. 

Mr. LaTourette. Why don’t you tell us what you know? 

Ms. Nolan. That — it is my understanding that the Office of Ad- 
ministration made a determination that it would first do all nec- 
essary Y2K compliance and then begin the reconstruction of the e- 
mail. It’s my understanding that they thought of it as a historical 
matter, a Presidential records historical matter and Federal 
records, and they were really thinking of Federal records, I think, 
and that the Office of Administration, therefore, did not see this as 
something that had to be done immediately. 

Mr. LaTourette. All right. Knowing what we know today as we 
all sit here and the knowledge that you’ve gained, that probably 
wasn’t the smartest decision in the world in terms of it was some- 
thing that needed to be done to adequately respond to subpoenas 
and other requests for documents from the White House, didn’t it? 
I mean, we’re not unclear on that? 

Ms. Nolan. I think there was a disconnect between those who 
were doing the searching for subpoenas and those who were han- 
dling the computer issues, yes, sir. 

Mr. LaTourette. I think that’s right. And one of the things that 
came up in the hearing that — it’s not comical because it’s — again, 
there was a lot going on with this administration in terms of people 
wanted documents and were entitled to documents relative to in- 
vestigations, legitimate investigations. 

One of the things that — there’s a document, I think it’s labeled 
exhibit 80, that at the time that people were being told that this 
wasn’t mission-critical and we were going to do other stuff, Nor- 
throp Grumman was directed to get the White House Christmas 
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card list in order rather than reconstruct the problem with the 
MAIL2 server. That’s right, right? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, sir. I hadn’t seen that document before. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Well let me — maybe if the fellow who is 
helping you can get out exhibit 80. 

[Exhibit 80 follows:] 
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Subject: Weekly Report (August 20-26, 1998) 


EOPNG-98-0037 


Program Management 

The Logicon (Northrop Grumman) Y2K project continues in accordance with the established list 
of systems. Support for this project throughout the EOP organization continues to be excellent. 

The following system evaluations are basically considered completed. Copies of the write-ups 
and diagrams are being given to the application POC for final review. 

• Document Tracking (OA General Council) 

• E-Mail Reconstruction 

• EOP Taxable Parking Benefit Tracking 

• External Mail Log 

First Lady’s Correspondence Photo Database 
Publication Tracking 

• WHO Intern Database 

• WHO Parking (Approach) 

• WHO Tour Tracking 

• WHO Volunteer Tracking 

The following systems were found to be inactive, and officially retired: 

WHO Committee Appointments 
WHO Document Tracking (First Lady) 

The Production Control Group job evaluation continues to absorb resources. The nesting level of 
c all s from one program' script to another has increased the complexity well beyond expectations. 
However, many of the smaller systems continue to take less time than expected. The net result is 
no effect on planned project completion. 

The weekly “snapshot” of the “Working Draft" copy of the Final Report, with current copies of 
all diagrams, was provided for interim review to the Government. In accordance with the Project 
Plan, this report will be a living document, which will be updated at least weekly and provided to 
the Government for continuous review and comment 

Logicon received a 3.90 rating on the Customer Service ratings (Blue Cards) out of a possible 4.0 
rating. They received a total of 10 Blue Cards from the EOP Customers who received service 
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from technicians. The COTR has requested to review the Blue Cards prior to Logicon reporting 
the card results in the weekly report. Logicon will present the Blue Cards to the COTR on 
Wednesday morning each week. Additionally, the Blue Card rating history file is available to all 
OA/ IS&T management personnel for their review. 

Logicon provided continued support in drafting the EOP IS&T Software Configuration 
Management (SCM) Tools report. This report completes the study initially begun by the Y2K 
Assessment Team to recommend a COTS SCM tool to support that program. The report extends 
the initial requirement to include the needs of EOP for all development and maintenance efforts. 
The report defines the SCM requirements, criteria for selection of the tool(s), descriptions of the 
various tools evaluated, and a cost to ownership analysis. 

Logicon completed and delivered the FY 99 E-Mail Reconstruction IWO to the COTR Tony 
Bany. The IWO provides the government with an overall project schedule and cost proposal to 
complete the E-Mail Reconstruction Project. 

Operations Management 

Presently, operators refer calls to reset passwords to the Help Desk on-call person. Operations 
coordinated with various groups (mainframe, VAX, Lotus Notes, network, security, etc.) to 
obtain authority, permissions and procedures for resetting users' passwords when they need 
assistance. We are in the process of putting together a training plan for the operators that includes 
instructions for authenticating the identity of the user who calls in for help and procedures for 
resetting their passwords. We will implement this process after all security procedures have been 
written and approved. 

The Operations Team continued to provide facilities management support for the contract. They 
are working with the Configuration Management Team to establish standard, documented 
procedures for assigning and returning project pagers. 

The Operations Team completed identification of requirements for tape labels in the Data Center. 
There are 13,024 tapes with homemade white labels that need to be exchanged for more reliable, 
color coded, preprinted labels. This week Operations completed a Goods and Services Request 
to purchase enough labels to replace the white ones and have a supply on hand for future tapes. 
Operations has a Blanket Purchase Agreement (BP A) with Control Point Associates for 24 X 7 
on-site repair services and semi-annual preventive maintenance inspections on a BEST Power 
UPS system in the Data Center. They placed a call to Control Point to schedule their final 
inspection visit before the BPA expires on September 30, 1998. 

The Senior Shift Supervisor for the Data Center placed a call to First Federal Data Services 
Company to request an update to the First Federal Authorization List and to request LD. badges 
for Logicon employees. Tamper resistant, photo identification badges with encrypted security 
classification codes are made by First Federal to allow any First Federal driver to immediately 
determine the authority of a client representative to accept or make deliveries of off-site storage 
tapes. 

Network Infrastructure and Server Status 

Infrastructure 

The Logicon (Northrop Grumman) infrastructure team continued to monitor the three core 
routers for the CPU utilization and FDDI traffic. A replacement FDDI card for the OEOB router 
arrived on-site. The infrastructure team will request CMC approval will to install the new board 
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this week. Then, they will monitor OEOB router and FDDI traffic to determine whether the new 
board results in any significant changes in performance. 

The Logicon infrastructure team replaced a repeater in room 128 of the OEOB. They grounded it 
to prevent potential damage due to power problems that may exist in the OEOB. 

Over a week ago, the Logicon infrastructure team determined problems reported from the second 
floor of the West Wing were caused by the Network Management Module(NMM) in the 
concentrator. Logicon could not gain access to the wiring closet because our escort is no longer 
on the Secret Service access list. They are attempting to resolve the escort issue to effect the 
repair. 

To correct a problem with CORRESPOND ANCE printer in room 457 (Gift Unit) of the OEOB, 
the Logicon infrastructure team reconfigured terminal serve - SEROB5 port 3 for that printer. 
After moving the printer cable to port #3 and directing the Quroum server to recognize the new 
port, the printer was returned operation. 

The Logicon infrastructure team assisted Jim Cole in the configuration of the Cisco 3640 router 
to support the Vice President. Due to the communications upgrades in progress to the RDS data 
links, the Vice President’s WAN link had to be moved from the RDS router to a different router. 

Server 

The Logicon server team continued investigation the feasibility of upgrading the OMB 
2001_A/OMBJF file servers over Labor Day weekend - the same weekend 2001_B file server is 
scheduled to be upgraded. They are calculating the time required for each upgrade to determine 
the feasibility of multiple upgrade during this weekend. They will make a decision by August 3 1 
after reviewing progress on the OMB migration. 

The Logicon server team developed an implementation plan for the RDS NT server and BDC 
installation. After the server is received, the team will load it and "burned it in" for the remainder 
of the week. The server is expected to be in place and folly functional early next week. • 

To prepare for the 200 1_B server upgrade, the NSG provided support to the OMB Network 
Support Staff (James Reed). They verified all printers are functioning as TCP/IP printers prior to 
the migration. 

Although the number of calls seem to be dwindling, the Logicon server team continues to provide 
support for the outstanding Netscape problems. The new problems continue to be with the 
Acrobat Reader with Javascript errors. The Logicon server team believes the Java errors are 
version specific to Netscape 4.01 and could be remedied if Netscape were upgraded to its most 
current version (4.05). 

The Logicon server team continued work on OMB's 2001_A, 2001_B, and OMBJF Novell to NT 
migration. The server team determined trustee file rights for groups and determined all 
unnecessary groups that will be eliminated. They identified all users that have not logged in to the 
server since the first of the year and those who do not use the server as their home server, so 
unnecessary users shares will not be recreated. 

Lotus Notes Administrat ion/Cabinet Affairs 

The Logicon Notes team visited the Department of Justice to install client software. The primary 
network administrator is out on maternity leave and the backup administrator needed additional 
training. 
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The Logicon Notes team submitted an OA65 to allow internet mail access to WHO_GOV. The 
team is working with Internet Security to give agencies access in order to e-mail their weekly 
report information to Cabinet Affairs over the internet. Information will be mailed to 
Intem_Weekly_Report@CAB.EOP.GOV. By giving Agency Internet access to some of the 
Cabinet affairs applications we diminish the need to install Lotus Notes on each client. This will 
reduce software cost for the agencies and technical support cost for Cabinet Affairs. 

The Logicon team moved 32 OA users from Mail3 to Mail5. A hand full of users have disallowed 
EOP Administrators access to their mail files. All other users have been e-mailed, but have not 
responded. Currently only 44 mail files totaling 1 94 MB are left to move from Mail3 to MaiI5. 

The Logicon team completed a Remote Delivery Site (RDS) Lotus Notes installation plan. A 
Lotus Notes team member then submitted the implementation plan to Logicon management and 
Government Network Engineering personnel for review. The RDS server is tentatively scheduled 
to be installed the week of August 31. 

The Logicon Lotus Notes team produced several new reports at the clients request to show FAX 
failures and percentage of utilization by individuals These reports will be used in an effort to 
improve the percentage of successful FAX transmissions by the LOTUS FAX server. 

The Logicon Lotus Notes team provided detailed personal instructions for finding names in a 
FAX address book. This instruction will allow people to search for a name in ALL FAX address 
group contained in one address book. This will facilitate interaction with users to correct the bad 
entries in their fax list 

The team continued development work on the Logicon Task Tracking application. The team 
converted project list Microsoft Excel spreadsheet to a Lotus Notes database. The team members 
worked with Logicon management to beta test the application and solicit design improvements. 
The improvements include consolidating the capability with two other Lotus Notes process 
improvement efforts. Logicon implemented a Lotus Notes application to aid the generation of 
weekly and monthly status reports. They also began implementation of a Lotus Notes Web 
Service Request application. The integration of the Task Tracking, Status Report and Soviet 
Request applications will provide an automated process to receive, track and report status for all 
projects. Logicon will also investigate integrating the beta IWO Automation application that was 
developed to track the hours expended against each IWO under the contract The task tracking is 
the first step into linking each task back to an authorized IWO. The integrated solution will also 
provide management visibility into the amount of routine maintenance activities that are 
performed in addition to the other scheduled projects and IWOs. 

Logicon developed a plan to provide OVP with the ability to WAVE visitors using Lotus Notes. 
At this time the OVP mail databases do not use the same design template as the rest of EOP (due 
to records management issues) and as a result do not have the WAVE form in their mail file. 
Logicon developed two approaches to resolving this problem. The first approach is to 
modify/create and OVP template the includes the WAVES form and meets all records 
management requirements. The second approach is to create a separate OVP Waves database 
that will contain all OVP Wave requests and responses from the USSS. Logicon will use the 
second approach if the records management issues can not be resolved by l-Sep-1998 (this is the 
cutoff date for USSS accepting WAVES requests via Fax). 

The Lotus Notes team continued the development of the Holiday Card Application. They met 
several times with IS&T technical representative Jackson to demonstrate and to further refine the 
application’s design and user interface. On Monday, August 24, they demonstrated the Holiday 
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Card Application to EOP*s management. Attendees of this meeting included Kathy Gallant and 
members of the Help Desk, among others. The application was very well received. Another 
demonstration was held, on Wednesday, August 26, for OA's Director Ada Posey who praised the 
organization for their development. The new Holiday Card application will be rolled out to all 
EOP users and is a vast improvement over the previous All-In- 1 application. The Lotus Notes 
application has a friendlier user interface, is faster and allows the end-user to review and/or edit 
the list of names prior to final submittal. 

The following chart depicts the Lotus Notes Mail Server Disk Status for Week Ending 8/26/98. 


LOTUS NOTES Disk Space Status 



(7.4GJg) (SSGJc) (45.SGIg) (15Gtfl) (16Glg) 


□AvaSabta Dtak Space 
■ Used Ota* Spaca 


EMAIL 

The Logicon e-mail team monitored operations of the Lotus Notes SMTP MTAs on four 
LNGATE servers to keep the mail flowing smoothly. The team rebuilt SMTP platform; 
smtpibwq.NSF, and smtpobwq.nsf on each server when the databases exceeded 2MB. The team 
compacted and rebuilt arms.nsf daily at about 6:15am as mail traffic permitted. 

The Logicon team continued to work on a prototype system to provide Lotus Notes access to 
Presidential, Vice-Presidential, and First Lady Internet email. They are preparing a demonstration 
system to provide WHO and OVP staff to facilitate email correspondence and answer design 
questions. 

The Internet Anti-Storming system was backlogged due to a disk failure on Stoim and a full disk 
on Whitehouse.gov. Approximately 12,000 messages were sent to the President and other 
principals. An additional 4,000 messages were sent to EOP.GOV staff during the same time. The 
mail queues on Storm were stopped for EOP.GOV traffic EOP.GOV users, including 
Presidential, First Lady, and Vice Presidential Correspondence users on All-in- 1 to eliminate the 
Presidential backlogged messages.. Lotus Notes users could not receive their Internet email 
because of the stopped mail queues on Storm. Internet e-mail for EOP.GOV staff could not be 
released until the Anti-Storming system could properly route the mail. The EOP e-mail and 
security team resolved the problem by routing mail via IP number references in the PMDF system 
on STORM. Increased e-mail traffic going through STORM to Lotus Notes users was directed 
to the LNGATEx computers by-passing the unnecessary pass-through EOPMRX. All queues 
cleared and processing normally by the afternoon of August 19, 1998. 
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Systems and Applications Engineering 
MVS Administration 

A member of the systems engineering team attended the Share Conference in Washington, DC on 
Friday, August 21.. Share is an organization that provides up to date information on IBM large 
systems. Members of the Systems Engineering group are focused on obtaining information on 
installation and operation of OS/390; IBM’s follow on version of MVS. 

A IX Administration 

The systems engineering team solved a problem that OMB developers were experiencing with 
Micro Focus Object COBOL. They traced the problem to the license database. Tire old database 
was removed, and a new license database installed and updated with the license key for Micro 
Focus COBOL. 

DB2 Administration 

The DB2 Version 5 subsystem upgrade has been implemented on all MVS systems at the EOP 
Datacenter. A short term DB2 systems programmer, under contract to the Government, is 
performing the installation. The resident Systems Engineering staff members are assisting him. 
Although the government is primarily responsible for this upgrade, Logicon personnel are 
assisting as necessary. 

RISC 6000 Environment Redesign 

The systems engineering team relocated all the required applications and services running on 
OMB ADM to OMBADC5. These include the master Maestro automated job scheduler; A1 IP, 
the OMB budget entry application; Data Propagator, and the DB2 platform independent table 
synchronization service. The team developed an application monitor and notification service; and 
ARCserve, the data backup service. This completed phase I of the RS/6000 Environment 
Redesign. 

The systems engineering team removed OMBAIX4 from the SSA disk storage subsystem loops, 
powered it down, and left it off-line until it is reinstalled in the new rack. The team began 
updating Operations documentation for the RS/6000 l s to reflect the changes. It will be delivered 
to Operations on August 26, 1998, to replace interim instructions. 

OMB requested that OMBAIX4, one of the RS/6000 systems sharing the IBM 7015-R00 rack be 
relocated to a separate 7015 rack. The systems engineering team engineering the changes 
necessary to reconfigure the environment to meet the specifications as provided by OMB: 

Relocation of OMBAIX3 to the Data Center 

The systems engineering team completed the physical relocation of OMB ADO, the IBM 
70I3-J50, and the associated IBM 7133-600 SSA disk storage subsystem from room 6010 to the 
EOP Data Center. OMB requested that OMB ADO be relocated in preparation for its role in the 
next Budget Season. An IP address and router port on subnet 44 was identified by the network 
group to provide a 100Mb connection for OMBADO. 

Tape Back-up System Evaluation 

The systems engineering team received a trail copy of Syncsort Backup Express. A test 
installation and implementation is underway. The team gathered information on back-up software 
packages and tape automated storage devices that can improve the backup and recovery 
capabilities in the RS/6000 environment. The goal of this effort is to identify software and 
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hardware that can complete backups on the RS/ 6 OOO 5 in the 6:00 PM to 6:00 AM time window. 
After reviewing s number of backup products the systems engineering team determined Syncsort 
Backup Express is a strong candidate. It will significantly improve backup capabilities 'and meet 
the requirement to complete processing in the 6:00 PM to 6:00 AM time window. Currently, the 
RS/60O0 backups are running into the next day. 

VAX Administration 

The VAX administration team worked on CSARs associated with user access to Allin 1 and 
Waves. In addition, the VAX team identified the one GB disk on the VAX CD (AlHnl) cluster 
that can be replaced with four GB disk to allow for more storage space. 

The VAX team searched the CD cluster for Allinl scripts to support the Y2K effort. In addition, 
the VAX staff reviewed the modified startup procedure and are planning a reboot of the MORK 
& MINDY cluster to test the startup procedure. 

Payroll and Personnel Migration Project (I998-IST-009) 

The fifth pay period is balanced and closed out. The Personnel and Payroll conversion task is 
now current The Application Engineering staff attended another meeting with HRM personnel 
chaired by Mary Beck. The Logicon application engineering team presented a list of sub tasks to 
Mary Bede and the HRM personnel for review, prioritization, and task classification. Some sub- 
tasks on this list wifi be incorporated into the PHASE H IWO currently being prepared by Barb 
Doran. 

EOP E-Mail Reconstruction Processing (EMRP) 

Processing for PC 10 has been completed, and the output delivered to the government. It was 
accepted on August 20, 1998. Anomaly processing for PC 11 continues. There are a high 
number of anomalies in PC 1 1, due to corrupt input data. Therefore, anomaly processing for this 
cycle is taking considerable time. The programmers have made and tested code changes to speed 
up anomaly processing. They are being implemented and monitored on August 26 with the plan 
to put the changes into full production on August 26 or 27. These improvements are expected to 
speed up processing about ten fold. Load, restoration, and record processing for PC 12 was 
started, as was load and restoration for PC 13. However, they are on hold while the PC II high 
anomaly problem is addressed. A system back-up was performed during the weekend. 

Issues/Concerns: 

Quotations were received from COMPAQ/Digital about the cost of acquiring eight and twelve 
disk modules including the cost of extending the 24x7, four hour warranty till 2002. Cost of 
twelve disk modules is about $22,000. The COTR decided to order twelve disk units. The order 
is in process, and it is expected the units will be delivered in two to three weeks. 

Internet Security 

Logicon resolved a problem with the White House web server wwwl.whitehouse.gov. Upon 
monitoring the system logs, the server was reporting a non-recoverable memory parity error while 
continuing to operate. The problem was transparent to the server clients. The team ran 
diagnostics on web server wwwl.whhehouse.gov and identified a defective SIMM memory chip. 
The system was powered down, the failed memory bank was removed and the system was 
returned to sendee within 7 minutes. The EOP campus and Internet community did not 
experience a disruption of service due to a malfunctioning server. 
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Logicon resolved a problem with the EOP Firewall bastion host. The server mail log files were 
causing the server disks to fill up due to unusually high volumes of email traffic. The team 
identified the cause of the high volume mail surge and took pre-emptive measures to seize the 
problem source. Internet services for EOP were back on-line in minimum time allowing EOP 
customers to resume business using the internet. 

Personal Computer Support 

The PC support group currently has 202 CSARS pending processing. The week before there 
were 250 CSAR pending processing. This is a decrease of 48 CSARS. A detailed comparison of 
this week’s performance is provided in the following tables. 

Summary of Maintenance CSARS (NS AD 


Description 

8/04/9* 

8/11/98 

8/18/98 

8/25/98 

Total Number of CSARS 

HI 

362 

274 

242 

Total Number of CSARS completed 

198 

221 

173 

147 

Total Number of CSARS pending/backlog 

173 

141 

101 

95 

Percent Complete 

53% 

61% 

63% 

61% 


Summary of Hardware and Software Installatio n s, Move* ! ctc^ CSA RS (NSD 


Description 

8/04/98 

8/11/98 

8/18/98 

8/25/98 

Total Number of CSARS 

157 

185 

185 

167 

Total Number of CSARS completed 

29 

32 

36 

24 

Total Number of CSARS pending/backlog 

128 

153 

149 

143 

Percent Complete 

18% 

17% 

19% 

14% 


Logicon provides one PC technician for direct support to OMB. During the week, the technician 
de-installed ten computer components, moved nine pieces of equipment, performed thirty-one 
software installations, and installed ten pieces of equipment. 

Notable accomplishments by the PC support team this reporting period include reallocating two 
OSTP systems and one WHO system, installing three NT systems for GSA members, installing a 
Gateway for IS&T, and completing six system moves (four WHO, one OA and one OPD). The 
team also installed two printers for OA customers and one printer for a WHO customer. 

The 1ST Depot processed twelve purchase orders, entered thirty-one items into the inventory 
database, issued seventy-nine pieces of equipment and parts and returned four parts to stock.. 
There are seventy tracking sheets pending entry into the Inventory Database. Logicon also began 
investigating options to integrate the IS&T Paradox Inventory Database capability with the 
Microsoft Systems Management Software (SMS) desktop inventory capability. The goal of the 
project is to provide a single inventory management system for all EOP assets. 
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Tracking Sheet Status 


: 

pt. 

iiif ■ 

jgjjp ■ 

IP ' 

lgg§5|gg 

sisrafiiy 

8/4/98-' 

88 

32 

75 

19 

75 

fjWteinBM 

75 

27 

54 

18 

66 

IBS* 

66 

60 

59 

53 

59 

mm 

59 

0 

59 

11 

70 


Logicon received IWO approval from the Government to augment the CSARS response staff by 
six additional temporary labor personnel. Four people are on staffs Two people are scheduled 
to start September 7, 1998, two people foiled the security pre-screen and over five people are 
pending completion of the security prescreening. Logicon continues to conduct interviews for 
contingency purposes. Logicon encountered a reduction in the PC Support staff of two people. 
One of the temporary labor personnel will be brought onto the Logicon staff full time and 
replaced accordingly. Logicon is interviewing/pursing a NT4.0 experienced person for the 
second available full time position. Logicon is also using existing staff in extended hour status, 
as approved by the COTR, to backfill the LAG IWO vacancies. 

Logicon continued effort the evaluation and definition of the new NT 4.0 Desktop configuration. 
The testing continued on schedule for the basic loads. However, as testing continues and 
additional changes are made, new problems are being identified and corrected. The majority of 
the problems still relate to the application file permissions that were changed as part of the NT 4.0 
security requirement implementation. Other problems are arising as user requirements are 
identified and implemented. Logicon completed most of the evaluation of the Microsoft Office 
97 suite as requested by Ms. Laura Crabtree. The Logicon team also completed testing of the 
Ghost software and has begun developing Ghost images of the various EOP NT3.5 1 loads and the 
interim NT4.0 load. The Ghost software promises to significantly reduce the amount of time 
necessary to setup a system. Logicon is investigating the number of additional software licenses 
that need to be procured. 

• Baric NT desktop: configuration completed 

• Security verification and test: July 20-July 24 (Completed) 

• Setup and test NT standard load: July 16-July 20 (Completed) 

• Setup and test OMB standard load: July 20-July 21 (Completed) 

• Setup and test Ghost software: August 19 - August 3 1 (Completed) 

• Setup and test WHO standard load: July 22- July 23 (Completed) 

• Travel Office Rollout: July 24-Juiy 3 1 (Completed) 

• OMB Rollout: 8/3 - 8/7 (started; 3 of 17 systems delivered, remainder on hold until 
OMB completes testing) 

• OA Rollout: 8/10-8/31 (Started) 

• OSTP Pilot rollout: 1 1/2-1 1/1 5 
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Logicon was authorized to begin efforts relating to the IWO for the installation, implementation, 
and maintenance of the WRQ Express 2000 software. The team completed and submitted a CMC 
request with included the software installation instructions. The software will be used to gather 
Year 2000 complaint information for EOP agencies. 

Web 

Logicon continued installation, testing and implementation of the new multimedia 
capture/encoding machines for the WH web site. The team investigated potential security issues 
and will prepare a plan if required. For now, the machine is in standalone mode, not connected to 
the network. The new machines are part of the infrastructure necessary to enable the WH web 
site to do live "streaming" of audio and video files. 

Logicon began development of the web site to support the President’s trip to Russia and Ireland. 
The team met with the White House Communications, Photo Office and NSC to capture 
requirements and define the site’s look and feel. The team continued wotk on site by creating 12 
new original graphics to supplement the content provided. 

The Web Team provided routine maintenance on the WH web site. The Logicon web team 
posted one daily talking point to the White House at Work page and four daily items for What's 
New. For OMB site, Logicon processed three new .html pages, one new.pdf file and added to 
the OMB home page. For PER, the team corrected multiple errors and made two modifications to 
the Pffi. Promising Practices pages. For the White Communications Office, the team corrected 
spelling errors in the WH Tours pages and WH Millennium pages. 

Presidential Publication Server 

The Presidential publication server has been running smoothly this week. The focus this week has 
been to complete the implementation of the Notes accounts to replace the MIT account for 
routing mail to the Publications Server and the Hot directory. The new mail address has been 
added to most content originators' distribution lists. 

The Presidential publications server team met with the Y2K Team to provide them with a detailed 
review of the Publication Server and ita processes. The Publication Server Team provided them 
with notes and diagrams and has reviewed s draft of the Publication Server section of « 
compliance document they are preparing. 

The publications server testbed machine (HOST2/PUB2) experienced an intermittent hardware 
problem causing it to crash occasionally. Digital Equipment Corporation believes this may be » 
software problem. SMS is now analyzing the crash dumps. 

The document analysis team spent thirty-six man-hours to process seventy documents. The team 
also completed forty-four Executive Orders documents that required revision. The installation of 
the new operating system increased system performance and the team is consistently meeting the 
twenty-four hour document timeline requirement 

Training 

The Logicon Trainer conducted six training classes during this reporting period. Logicon also 
continued investigation of the training information necessary to support the new NT 4.0 desktop 
configuration. 
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WHO 

OMB 

OVF 

OA 

OPD 

Other 

Totals Thu 
Week 

All-In- 1 
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0 

WordPerfect 

6,1 for 

Windows 




2 



2 

Windows NT 




i 



1 

Introduction 
Lotus Notes 
E-Mail 






3 

3 

Lotus 1-2-3 

Ver 5 for 
Windows 






■ 

0 

Introduction to 
Lotus 

Organizer 






■ 

0 

Specialized 

Training 

(One-on One) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total Trained 

This Week 

0 

0 

0 

3 

0 

3 

6 


cc; Kate Anderson 
Tony Barry 
Paulette Cichon 
Laura Crabtree 
Barbara Doran 
Tim Fuller 
Kathleen Gallant 
Sheryl Hall 
Karl Heissncr 
Rich McKay 
Dorian Pannelt 
Ada Posey 
LynnaeRoscoe 
Howard (Chip) Sparks 
Bemadene (Bern) Walford 
fun Wright 


U EOPNG-98-0037 - August 28, 1998 


NGL 00122 

































442 


Ms. Nolan. Yes. 

Mr. LaTourette. And if we can go to — it’s a multipage docu- 
ment, and I think I’d like you to go to page 4, and that indicates 
that the Lotus Notes team continued the development of the holi- 
day card application, and they made a couple of presentations on 
August 24th they developed to EOP management. And who is the 
Executive Office of the President’s management team that the holi- 
day card package would have been presented to? 

Ms. Nolan. The management of the Executive Office of the 
President is the Office of Administration. I don’t know what team. 

Mr. LaTourette. OK. Then on August 26th they made a second 
presentation of how swift these Christmas cards were going to be 
to Ada Posey, who was the director of the Office of Administration, 
is that right, or at least according to exhibit 80? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s what it says there. 

Mr. LaTourette. Did you have any knowledge as to how much 
money the Christmas card package cost the White House to get 
that up to speed but we couldn’t reconstruct the missing e-mails? 
Do you have any idea what it cost? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know anything about that. 

Mr. LaTourette. Is that something you could find out for us and 
perhaps get back us to about? 

And at the same time, sadly, the President has been quoted in 
the press saying that, you know, this is going to cost a lot of money 
to do this. And if people knew how much time and money — and I 
just find it to be a little odd that we’re being told that there wasn’t 
enough money, there wasn’t enough time, some people didn’t even 
know there was a problem, but apparently we did have time to 
make sure that our Christmas cards got out that particular year 
rather than responding to subpoenas from relevant courts of juris- 
diction and no less than three committees of the U.S. Congress. 

And I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The next gentleman that we’re going to hear from 
is Mr. Horn, but before we go to Mr. Horn I want to clarify one 
thing regarding Mr. LaTourette’s questioning. You said they 
thought of it as historical. Who is they? 

Ms. Nolan. The Office of Administration, sir. 

Mr. Burton. The Office of Administration. What was the name 
of the person? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I think we were talking about Mr. Lindsay. 
What I meant was that they were thinking of the reconstruction 
issue as one that had to be done for historical purposes. 

Mr. Burton. But not of an immediate nature or anything like 
that? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe, sir, this is where the disconnect or 
miscommunication was, that he — he believed that the counsel’s of- 
fice understood the nature of the problem and was handling any- 
thing with subpoenas. The counsel’s office did not. I think that’s 
what happened, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Well, Mr. Lindsay and Ms. Crabtree, according to 
the people from Northrop Grumman, were very concerned. The peo- 
ple from Northrop Grumman said that they felt like they were in 
jeopardy of their jobs, and some even jail, if they said anything 
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even to their spouses, some of them said. So for you to say that 
they only thought of it as historical really kind of boggles my mind. 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, sir. I wasn’t talking about the entire prob- 
lem. I was talking about doing the reconstruction — when the recon- 
struction needed to be done by. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Let me ask you a series of questions that maybe can clarify in 
some of our minds the problem of the server and the e-mail and 
the complexity of it. As I understand it, the White House e-mail 
users delete their own e-mail, don’t they, when they are tired of it? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir, they can delete their own e-mail. 

Mr. Horn. And that doesn’t go through a server, does it? 

Ms. Nolan. It resides on the server until they delete it. 

Mr. Horn. OK. But they have the control of bringing that mes- 
sage back and getting rid of it? 

Ms. Nolan. They have control of deleting it. They don’t — once it’s 
deleted, they don’t have control of getting it back, no, sir. 

Mr. Horn. In fact, they’re encouraged because of the computer 
space restraints, isn’t that it, the old problem of not enough mem- 
ory? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, I think that’s right, not to retain too much e- 
mail on the server. 

Mr. Horn. So when individual computer users search their com- 
puters in response to a subpoena they aren’t necessarily going to 
find all the responsive e-mails on either the computer or the server. 
Where are they? Let’s assume something was there, where is it 
likely to be found? On the server or on that computer or both? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, they’re the same thing for purposes of an EOP 
user. The user turns on his or her computer. To get to your e-mail 
all you’re really seeing is what’s on the server, your account on the 
server. So what you see on your computer — unless you actually 
save it to the hard drive, what you see on your computer is what’s 
on the server. 

Mr. Horn. Are there other areas that they can park messages 
besides that server that relates to 

Ms. Nolan. You could save it to the hard drive, as I understand 
it, sir. 

Mr. Horn. OK. The hard drive that’s related to that computer 
directly? 

Ms. Nolan. That computer. 

Mr. Horn. All right. But are there other places in the White 
House where they can put some of these messages? Say they didn’t 
want to delete them because they might use them sometime and 
want them and yet they could delete some from the server, let’s 
say, is there another server around? Is there another system 
around where they can plant that message? What’s your experi- 
ence? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t think so, sir. I’m not sure I understand the 
question, but if I do 

Mr. Horn. The question is very simple. 

Ms. Nolan. If I do, you could print out the e-mail, you could save 
it in paper file. The ARMS system, when it operates as we under- 
stood it to operate, would have captured it, and it would always 
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stay in the ARMS system, but if the ARMS system isn’t working, 
then other than sending it electronically somewhere else, just for- 
warding it or printing it out, I’m not aware of any other place to 
keep it. 

Mr. Horn. Well, a lot of people would do, as you say, a printout 
because they might want to say this is there and it’s under my 
nose, in my desk and that kind of thing. 

To your knowledge, when the request for the subpoenas came in 
and we needed some of that and other investigations needed some 
of that by either keyword name or whatever or a date period when 
something happened — and we’re talking here really back certainly 
to 1996-1998 and when you go into Waco, it gets back to 1993, but 
it might have been something said between 1996 and 1998 — so how 
did the counsel’s office deal with that? Did they say, look, here are 
some of the keywords and let’s print them out if they’re on your 
disk? How did it work with most people? 

Ms. Nolan. The counsel’s office would send a directive to the af- 
fected entities in the EOP complex directing that people search 
their files, whether in paper form, computer form or any other 
form, and then in addition — so each individual would be respon- 
sible for looking for those requests, and we would generally just in- 
dicate what it is that the subpoena has requested, what the docu- 
ment request is. And then, in addition, a White House lawyer 
would work with IS&T to develop a keyword search to search elec- 
tronically on the ARMS system. 

Mr. Horn. Now, did that happen for what period, where you say 
ran a tape and then you searched the tape with a keyword index? 

Ms. Nolan. As far as I know, there was no searching of tapes. 
The ARMS system is an on-line retrieval system, and so that would 
be searched, and people would look at their individual paper files 
or computer files. 

Mr. Horn. I would think that one of the problems here is that 
the counsel’s office or the Office of Administration, working with 
the counsel, because they would know how the computer system 
works, that they would be able to lay out a pattern as to how you 
get that information, and I would think they would say to every- 
body, if you’re on the system and you’re involved with this name 
or that name, print it out, and they didn’t do that, did they? 

Ms. Nolan. When there was a document request, people were di- 
rected to search their — for computer records, if they found them, 
they would print them out and provide them to the counsel’s office 
for production. 

Mr. Horn. Does the counsel send them back and say, this isn’t 
what is subpoenable? Or what was the counsel’s role in all this? 

Ms. Nolan. The counsel’s office then looks through material to 
determine if it’s responsive to the subpoena and either produces or 
notifies the committee if there are privilege questions of what 
records it has. But when people do searches, they often come up 
with things that would have the right keyword or the right name 
but aren’t related at all to the subpoena request, especially when 
you get into some of the broader ones, and so the counsel’s office 
role is to determine if documents are responsive. 

Mr. Horn. It sort of comes to mind that it seems to me the coun- 
sel is at the point of where they can take evidence and just get rid 
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of it because they have got the print, they say, oh, well, that isn’t 
what they want, bang, good-bye to it. So did they send it back to 
some of the people with the servers and the computers so — and 
who was to take it off the particular drums, if you will, for want 
of another word? Who would take that message off the server when 
they’d done the printout? And what was the pressure to sort of get 
sudden memory by sort of moving in on the disk and getting more 
space and with it goes a lot of messages? How much did that occur? 
Any occurrence of that, that you know of? Did people just get a big 
laugh out of it? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Horn, I am not aware of anything that would 
suggest that the counsel’s office gets rid of documents. It produces 
thousands and thousands and thousands of them. It is true that 
the EOP like, as far as I’m aware, any organization I’ve ever been 
a part of routinely encourages people when server space gets low 
to delete unnecessary e-mail, to save e-mail that they still need, 
but that’s routine. There’s nothing the least bit nefarious about 
that, sir. That happens in every organization. 

Mr. Horn. Does that happen on a 6-month routing there where 
they say loosen up the thing? 

Ms. Nolan. I have been there I think almost 7 months. I don’t 
know if we’ve gotten such a notice in the time I have been there. 
I could check and see when the last one was. 

Mr. Horn. Do you know from 1996 up did they do that or did 
they increase the amount that they wanted wiped off the computer 
or the server? 

Ms. Nolan. It did happen at some period, but I don’t know how 
often, sir. I just don’t know. 

Mr. Horn. Can you sort of find out and let us see some of those 
memos that say for the sake of more memory we’d like you to get 
rid of messages you don’t need to have there? 

Ms. Nolan. I know we have produced samples of those. I’ll try 
to make sure that we have all of them, sir. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Ms. Nolan, I want to just clarify a little bit better 
why you didn’t come and tell this committee when you had a brief- 
ing in January about the problem. What did you learn from the 
Washington Times story of February 15th? What did you learn 
about then that you didn’t know before? It seems to me the only 
thing you really learned was that there was someone who had gone 
public. What did you learn? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, what I learned when the filing was made in the 
case was that there might — that there was — I then learned from 
OA staff that there was a continuing situation in which incoming 
e-mail was still not on ARMS. 

Mr. Shays. Let’s forget the continuing. The bottom line was, 
there was still e-mails that may be pertinent to some independent 
counsel, special counsel, investigative committee. You knew that 
before, so that would be relevant. 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir, I did not. 

Mr. Shays. You did not know what? 
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Ms. Nolan. I did not know that there were e-mails that would 
have been pertinent that had not been produced or could not be 
produced. 

Mr. Shays. It is your testimony before this committee that this 
problem of a MAIL2 configuration that, when you were briefed, 
that there were — it was in that briefing you were told there were 
no outstanding e-mails that hadn’t been forwarded to the commit- 
tee? 

Ms. Nolan. I was briefed 

Mr. Shays. It’s a stretch. 

Ms. Nolan. I was briefed, sir, about an issue that they were 
going to do reconstruction for the Presidential or the Federal 
Records Act. I did not understand at the time it was a very 

Mr. Shays. What didn’t you understand? I don’t understand why 
you wouldn’t understand. The bottom line was, there was this bot- 
tomless pit of e-mails that simply weren’t being recovered. 

Ms. Nolan. I was not told that there was a bottomless pit of e- 
mails that weren’t being recovered. 

Mr. Shays. So let’s just say some e-mails. 

Ms. Nolan. I was told that there had been a problem. They were 
reconstructing or going to reconstruct 

Mr. Shays. Reconstruct means that they needed to capture these 
e-mails that were still outstanding. Why wouldn’t the committee 
have been told that you were trying to reconstruct 

Ms. Nolan. I did not understand that, sir. 

Mr. Shays [continuing]. So you could find the e-mails? I don’t get 
it. 

Ms. Nolan. I understand you don’t get it. I don’t know how to 
say this a different way or to say it uninterrupted, but what I have 
said, and it is my testimony, that I was given a briefing, it was in 
a meeting for a post-presidency transition issue. It was very brief, 
and it was that there was a problem. They were — they did discuss 
reconstruction. I did not understand 

Mr. Shays. I understand what reconstruction means. What is re- 
construction? I just want to know what reconstruction means. 

Ms. Nolan. Can I be permitted to finish what I’m saying first, 
sir? 

Mr. Shays. Sure. But then tell me what reconstruction means. 

Ms. Nolan. I will finish what I’m saying, and then I will answer 
your question, sir, but I don’t find that I can answer your question 
if halfway through it you ask me another question. I feel like I’m 
not able to tell you what I know. You obviously choose not to be- 
lieve me. I can only testify what happened and what I know. 

Mr. Shays. Don’t lecture me. Just tell your story. What’s your 
story? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, this is my testimony. 

Mr. Shays. What is your testimony? 

Ms. Nolan. My testimony is that I was given a briefing by sev- 
eral people from the Office of Administration on January 19th, I 
believe is the date. It was regarding a number of post-presidency 
transition issues. At that time, they informed me about a MAIL2 
and letter D anomaly or problem, I believe is what they called it. 
I believe I was told that they were reconstructing, and my under- 
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standing of reconstructing was that they had tapes somewhere that 
they were going to put on a different system. 

I did not understand at that time and I am confident that other 
people in that meeting did not understand at that time that there 
had been or was an ongoing problem with regard to ARMS 
searches for subpoenas. It seems very clear now that those were 
the same problems. It was not clear to me in that very brief meet- 
ing on January 19th that that was the case. 

Mr. Shays. But reconstruct sounds like they’ve got a problem. It 
means something to the effect that they don’t have certain e-mails 
and they have got to reconstruct them. It’s your testimony that you 
did not realize that there were e-mails that were not being made 
available? Is that your testimony? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, that’s what I’ve testified, yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. OK. So now tell me tell me what you learned after- 
wards. 

Ms. Nolan. They were telling me about a Federal records issue, 
about Armstrong compliance, which, as I’ve testified, is not — does 
not — Armstrong itself does not apply to the White House and Presi- 
dential records. I did not understand this to be a problem affecting 
White House searches of documents. 

Mr. Shays. And your testimony is that everyone else in the com- 
mittee — in that briefing had the same impression you had? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. I think the people who did the briefing from 
the Office of Administration understood 

Mr. Shays. So is the Office of Administration the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. It’s part of the Executive Office of the President, sir, 
yes. 

Mr. Shays. I’m being a little facetious. So the White House knew, 
correct? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, you asked me what I knew. That’s what I can 
testify to, and it’s not — it is my understanding that I and no one 
else in the counsel’s office who were responsible for producing docu- 
ments knew. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired, and I will yield 
my time or part of my time to the gentleman. 

Mr. Shays. Just a minute. You are testifying that people in the 
White House knew, you just didn’t know? 

Ms. Nolan. People in the Executive Office of the President, sir, 
knew. I don’t know that anyone in the White House office knew. 

Mr. Shays. The Executive Office of the President, I make that 
as an assumption that that is part of the White House. You’re not 
in the White House building. 

Ms. Nolan. The White House is part of the Executive Office of 
the President. 

Mr. Shays. So are we going to get into a semantics argument 
that the White House didn’t know because it was just the adminis- 
trative part of the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, you asked me who I knew knew. I’m telling 
you — you can characterize that as the White House. I am telling 
you that the White House counsel’s office and, as far as I know, 
no one in the White House office knew. People in the Office of Ad- 
ministration and the technical people clearly did know. That’s the 
disconnect I’ve testified to. 



448 


Mr. Shays. OK. And I just will make this last question. It is your 
testimony that the people in the Office of Administration knew but 
that no one in the counsel’s office knew; and, therefore, because 
you all didn’t know, you had no obligation — the White House had 
no obligation to notify the various committees that there were doc- 
uments that they said had been given that hadn’t been given. 

Ms. Nolan. It’s my testimony, sir, that the people producing doc- 
uments did not know that there was a problem, and I believe, but 
I don’t know, you had the people from the Office of Administration 
here last week, that they did not understand that the counsel’s of- 
fice and the people producing documents did not know. 

Mr. Shays. Since I’m on the chairman’s time I want to yield 
back, but just let me ask you this. The people who are producing 
documents, define to me who they are. 

Ms. Nolan. The people in the counsel’s office, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Why did you say the people producing the documents 
instead of just saying the counsel’s office? 

Ms. Nolan. I had said that before, sir. I wasn’t sure you had ac- 
cepted that as a description, so I was trying to give another. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Burton. I’ll just take a few minutes here. 

You know, I think, with all of the discussion, people lose track 
of where we are. We had a hearing last week. Five people from 
Northrop Grumman said that they felt intimidated when they 
started talking to Ms. Crabtree and Mr. Lindsay about the problem 
with the missing e-mails. Three of them said they thought might 
even be threatened with jail. One of them very directly felt that. 
Another said she’d rather be insubordinate than go to jail. So there 
was a definite fear. 

Mr. Lindsay took this information to Mr. Podesta. They wrote a 
memo. Mr. Podesta explained the situation to Mr. Ruff. I believe 
Mr. Lindsay — there was apparently a meeting, and it just seems 
inconceivable that the chief counsel to the President would not 
know the severity of the problem. It just doesn’t — it boggles my 
mind that he wouldn’t know. 

Now when Mr. Ruff left, and we’re going to have Mr. Ruff before 
the committee, I feel confident, because you can’t recall — I mean, 
he evidently hasn’t given you all the information. But it seems to 
me that when Mr. Ruff left office he would have passed on to his 
counterpart who was taking over, you, Ms. Nolan, some of the 
problems that the chief counsel’s office had to deal with, and it 
seems like he would have given you a fairly comprehensive analy- 
sis of this problem with the e-mails. 

And, yet, when we’ve talked to you today, it feels like — I feel like 
you really didn’t know all that much about it. You had a cursory 
knowledge. Is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I had no knowledge until the January 19th 
briefing. 

Mr. Burton. So Mr. Ruff never even talked to you about it? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Ruff, as I’ve testified, I don’t believe understood 
there was a problem. I think he would have told me — had he real- 
ized there was such a problem, I am confident Mr. Ruff would have 
told me. 
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Mr. Burton. Unless perhaps he thought that the problem wasn’t 
going to raise itself. You know, the thing is, Mr. Lindsay knew 
there was a problem; Ms. Crabtree knew there was a problem, very 
serious problem; the people from Northrop Grumman knew there 
was a problem because they felt threatened. Mr. Lindsay talked to 
Mr. Podesta and we believe with Mr. Ruff. I cannot believe 

You know, Mr. Lindsay said he didn’t remember the phone con- 
versation, and yet 2 days later he participated in writing a very 
comprehensive letter to Mr. Podesta, a memo, going into all the de- 
tails. I just can’t believe that there’s this big disconnect over some- 
thing as significant as hundred of thousands of e-mails, especially 
in view of the fact that a whole host of committees, independent 
counsel and even the Justice Department had subpoenaed all of the 
documents pertaining to a whole host of different investigations. 
And for everybody to say, we didn’t know, we didn’t think it was 
that severe, and the chief counsel of the President who is supposed 
to be watching out for him and advising him on legal matters 
wouldn’t be well aware of this. It doesn’t wash. There’s something 
there that’s not washing, and I guess that’s the problem that I feel. 

And I see my time has expired. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Ms. Nolan, let me try and get very specific here, if you 
would, with me, please. On what day did you realize that you were 
going to have to do something to make sure that in responding to 
subpoenas from the Congress information had not been withheld? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know what day it was, Mr. Barr. What I 
know is that at some point last month I realized that document 
productions that the counsel’s office had done would have included 
searches of ARMS in which incoming e-mail could not have been 
searched and that we would need to review what document produc- 
tions we did and figure out what we were going to do and could 
do about it. 

Mr. Barr. It was not until last month? 

Ms. Nolan. In February, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. After the newspaper articles came out? 

Ms. Nolan. After the filing was made, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. After what? 

Ms. Nolan. The filing was made in the case, sir, yes. 

Mr. Barr. In the civil case? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Are you familiar with the various civil cases that 
have been filed against the White House or Executive Office, what- 
ever, by Judicial Watch, including my case against the administra- 
tion? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m aware there is a case, sir, your case, and I’m 
aware there are other cases. I don’t know that I could list all of 
them. 

Mr. Barr. One of the theories on which my case was filed and 
is still an active case is violation of the Privacy Act. Pursuant to 
discovery requests, a great number of documents, files as it were, 
on me, about me that have been accumulated by various folks at 
the White House were submitted pursuant to discovery. That case 
was one that was filed under the Privacy Act. If in fact your posi- 
tion prevails that the Privacy Act does not cover files that the 
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White House maintains on various individuals, why then would the 
discovery have gone forward and those files furnished pursuant to 
discovery? 

Ms. Nolan. As I understand it, sir, that is the legal issue in the 
case. The White House and Executive Office of the President have 
an obligation to provide documents in a case so that the courts can 
decide the issue. 

Mr. Barr. Are you all essentially then trying to have it both 
ways? I’m not quite sure. If you all felt secure in your legal inter- 
pretation, and it’s one that I disagree with because it flies in the 
plain language of the Privacy Act which does not carve out any ex- 
emption for the White House or the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent for e-mails or for hard paper files, why would you all have ac- 
tually furnished — pursuant to a Privacy Act case, why would you 
all have furnished discovery instead of just relying on the position 
you’ve enunciated, that the Privacy Act doesn’t even apply to us? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, that case was filed in a court of law. We 
were requested to make production of documents, and we did so. 
That I think is exactly what we do when we get subpoena requests 
and document productions. We assert and continue to assert that 
we do not believe that the White House is subject to the Privacy 
Act, but we have never asserted that that enables us to ignore a 
lawful subpoena. We do searches, and we make a good-faith effort 
to comply with those subpoenas, and we did so in that case. 

Mr. Barr. Now, though, the White House, since the case has 
been reassigned from Judge Lamberth, a judge that takes a some- 
what different view of the Privacy Act and various other laws as 
they relate to the President, now that that case has been assigned 
to a different judge, the White House has taken a very different po- 
sition and is resisting. Do you see any inconsistency there? In other 
words, it seems to fall — the White House response to Privacy Act 
cases and discovery therein seems to fall not so much on principled 
grounds as it does on whether the case is before a judge that will 
hold y’ all’s feet to the fire. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, I don’t think that’s right. I think that — 
I just don’t know the particulars of this case or the other litiga- 
tions. Obviously, other lawyers in the office deal with those on a 
day-to-day basis, but I think that it’s very important to understand 
that, as this committee knows, there are times when the docu- 
ments are produced, there are times when there are privileges, 
there are times when we discuss different timing for productions. 
There are various reasons why productions are made when they 
are and, depending on what the legal argument is, whether the 
legal argument is an assertion that documents don’t have to be pro- 
duced or the legal argument is on the merits itself. So I can’t speak 
to that particular case, but I just wanted to make that clear. 

Mr. Barr. You mentioned there are White House attorneys that 
follow these cases, that work them. The attorneys — I think we es- 
tablished this earlier. I just want to make absolutely certain. The 
attorneys at the White House counsel’s office that are handling, for 
example, the Filegate case — cases are Michelle Peterson and, pre- 
viously, Sally Paxton; is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 
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Mr. Shays is next. 

Mr. Raben, have you obtained the names of the lawyers we were 
talking about? 

Mr. Raben. I have current information. I don’t have the name of 
the line attorney that probably worked directly with Mr. Barry, but 
the director then and now of the Federal programs branch, which 
he apparently came from, is a gentleman named David Anderson. 
I’ll continue to work or I’m waiting for if we can determine that. 

Mr. Burton. David Anderson would deal with that area? 

Mr. Raben. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. He was one of the line attorneys, was probably 
working with Mr. Barry, and you will have that name for us? 

Mr. Raben. I will try to get you that name. I don’t exactly know 
what the holdup is. We would obviously — I will get you that name 
as soon as I know it. We will have line attorney and pending crimi- 
nal investigation matters to talk about. 

Mr. Burton. If it’s possible, we’d like to have that today. 

Mr. Raben. I’ll try my best, sir. 

Mr. Shays. I’m going to yield in 1 second to Mr. Barr; and, Ms. 
Nolan, I should always give you an opportunity to answer ques- 
tions. So I think your rebuke of me was a fair one on that side. 

I want to ask you a question, though. It is a hypothetical, and 
we both may agree on this, and I’m going to read it slowly. 

If you were a White House counsel on June 19th, 1998, and if 
you were informed of a potential omission in subpoena compliance 
and if you were told at the time the admission might involve hun- 
dreds of thousands of e-mails, would you feel obligated to inform 
investigative authorities? 

I’d be happy to read it over again if you’d like. 

Ms. Nolan. I would certainly want to know more about the prob- 
lem and make sure that there was a problem, yes, sir. I don’t know 
that from that meeting. 

Mr. Shays. No, and I don’t either. Nothing’s been established. 

But if you were a White House counsel on June 19th and if you 
were informed of a potential omission in subpoena compliance and 
if you were told at that time the admission might involve hundreds 
of thousands of e-mails, would you feel obligated to inform inves- 
tigative authorities? 

Ms. Nolan. I would feel obligated to look into the matter, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And then what? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, if I were informed that there was a potential 
problem, I looked into the matter and was told, no, the problem’s 
fixed and there apparently wasn’t a problem, I would not feel obli- 
gated. 

Mr. Shays. And if you found there was a problem? 

Ms. Nolan. If I found that there was a problem involving hun- 
dreds of thousands of e-mails 

Mr. Shays. Right. 

Ms. Nolan [continuing]. Then I would do what we’re doing now, 
which is trying to work with the investigative bodies and figure out 
how to get those e-mails restored, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Let me ask you one last point as it relates to this, 
though. If you thought it was a potential problem and you looked 
at it, how many weeks or months do you think it would make sense 
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for you to look at it before you stepped forward? In other words, 
should it go on for months if you thought there was a problem? 
Wouldn’t you feel obligated to say we think there may be a problem 
and we’re looking at it and we don’t have an answer yet? You 
wouldn’t feel obligated? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I would want to know there’s a problem and 
know the general scope of it. I don’t know how long that would 
take. 

Mr. Shays. If it took 6 months you wouldn’t necessarily even feel 
an obligation? 

Ms. Nolan. That — in the absence of sort of knowing what the 
facts are of those 6 months, I don’t feel like I can answer that. 

Mr. Shays. OK. I would yield my time to Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier the ranking member had expressed some 
rather large degree of concern over the cost of the various inves- 
tigations. I’d like to ask unanimous consent that the following arti- 
cle dated March 24th of this year from the Copley News Service re- 
garding the fact that the President’s latest trip to India and Ban- 
gladesh and other exotic locales cost in excess of $50 million. His 
trip last — couple of years ago to the African subcontinent cost close 
to $43 million. His 10-day trip to China cost close to $20 million; 
and a 4-day trip to Chile, the bargain of the group, was $10.8 mil- 
lion. Knowing that Mr. Waxman pays very close attention to the 
record in this case and is constantly trying to reconstruct it, I’d like 
that placed in the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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Page 7 


15TH STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format. 

Copyright 2000 Copley News Service 
Copley News Service 

March 24, 2000, Friday 
SECTION: Washington - general news 
LENGTH: 595 words 

HEADLINE: Reporter’s notebook on Clinton South Asian trip 
BYLINE: George E. Condon Jr. 

DATELINE: BOMBAY 
BODY: 

President Clinton is not particularly grateful, but his staff this week 
protected him from the type of embarrassing picture that once dogged Calvin 
Coolidge after he donned an Indian headdress or Michael Dukakis when he hopped 
into an Army tank. 

Clinton really, really wanted to ride an elephant while he was in Jaipur, or 
so he told a group of reporters. But his aides feared photos of the leader of 
the free world atop a painted pachyderm and talked him out of it. 

1 'I desperately wanted to ride on an elephant's back, ' 1 Clinton told 
reporters ' 'I've always wanted to do it. ' ' 

Aides John Podesta and Joe Lockhart persuaded him to stick to his limousine 
but then snuck off themselves to climb atop the elephants. 

The president had more luck with a smaller animal in Jaipur. But he attracted 
so much attention from monkeys in Jaipur that aides feared he was about to be 
bit, an eventuality that could lead to a series of painful rabies shots. 

The solution was simple: the president doffed the flowered lei he was wearing 
and surrendered it to the pesky monkeys . 

' 'Once I was deflowered, they didn't pay attention to me, ' ' he said, adding, 
''I don't mind these monkeys liking me, but I don't want to get 4,700 shots. 1 ' 

The president's trip has been called long overdue by South Asian leaders and 
foreign policy wonks back home. But it has come at a high cost, according to ABC 
News . 

ABC contends that the swing through Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, Oman and 
Switzerland could end up costing $50 million to become the most expensive 
presidential trip ever. 

ABC offered no backing for its claim, merely citing unnamed Pentagon sources 
concerned about the use of so many aircraft to provide communications, vehicles 
and security for the president. 



454 


Page 3 


3RD STORY of Level 1 printed in FULL format. 

Copyright 2000 Daily Press, Inc. 

- Daily Press 

March 28, 2000, Tuesday, FINAL 
SECTION: Family Life, Pg. D7, Answer Desk 
LENGTH: 310 words 

HEADLINE: YOU'LL HAVE TO WAIT FOR BILL’S TRAVEL BILL 
BYLINE: PERNELL WATSON 
BODY : 

Q President Bill Clinton is currently taking another trip overseas - this 
time to India. How much is the trip costing the taxpayers? - B.W., Surry 

A Costs for governmental trips are generally calculated after it concludes. 
We'll have to wait until Clinton returns to the U.S. for cost estimates of his 
South Asia trip. 

The White House has traditionally been tight- lipped when asked about 
presidential travel costs citing "security concerns." But the door to secrecy 
was partially opened in September when the General Accounting Office (GAO) , 
investigative arm of Congress, released an audit of President Clinton's travel 
expenses. The report was prepared at the request of Republican Senators Larry 
Craig, R-Idaho, Jeff Sessions, R- Alabama, and Craig Thomas, R- Wyoming. 

The audit examined Clinton's six- nation visit to Africa as well as trips to 
China and Chile. According to a New York Times story, expenses calculated by 
the GAO reflected only a portion of the total cost because GAO accountants could 
not decipher the expenses incurred by federal agencies in planning the trips. 
Also, Secret Service costs are excluded due to their classified status. 

Among the GAO findings : 

* Last year's Africa tour cost $42.8 million. It required 10 separate 
advance delegations to arrange the itinerary and more than 900 military 
personnel were deployed. 

* A 10-day trip to China in the summer of 1998 cost at least $18.8 million. 

A delegation of 510 people accompanied President Clinton. 

* A four-day trip to Chile in April 1998 cost approximately $10.8 million. A 
delegation of 592 people accompanied President Clinton. 

According to Joe Lockhart, White House press secretary, the trips "more than 
pay for themselves" as the President is aggressive in opening foreign markets to 
United States exports . 
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Mr. Barr. I’d also like to ask unanimous consent that William 
Satire’s column in the New York Times today, entitled “The 
100,000 E-mail Gap,” and the Washington Times article by Jerry 
Seper today, also, entitled, “Judge Says Clinton Violated Privacy 
Act,” be placed in the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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WILLIAM SAFIRE 

The 
100,000 
E-Mail Gap 

Washington 
Charles Raff, President Clinton's 
defense counsel in the impeachment 
trial, was also the last special pros- 
ecutor of President Nixon in Water- 
gate; he surely mast remember die 
furor surrounding, the unexplained 
"lSt/ r minute gap” on the tapes. 

Thanks to a lawsuit filed four 
years ago by Judicial Watch, we now 
discover that Ruff presided over the 
concealment of the Clinton adminis- 
tration’s "100,000 e-mail gap." 

These were the messages sent to 
the White House between 1996 and 
1998, ail required by law to be ar- 
chived, and all part of the ‘‘universe 
of information” required to be re- 
viewed by the White House counsel 
to respond to subpoenas by prosecu- 
tors and Congress. 

Ruff blithely claims ignorance of 
technology. When informed of the 
“glitch” as the impeachment fire- 
storm gathered in 1998, his associ- 
ates say, Ruff assumed the problem 
was fixed and the search for subpoe- 
naed evidence was underway. But it 
was not. And Ruff is neither negli- 
gent nor prone to easy assumptions. 
Three non-government techni- 
cians who were called in to examine 
the White House computers testified 
that they had been told to keep their 
mouths shut about the unsearched 
files, on pain of jail. One of their 
harasses at first denied making 
such threats, before die House Gov- 
ernment Reform Committee this 
week, then changed her testimony to 
admit she had told the dismayed 
technicians to stay mum “because it 
was sensitive.” 

As a result, investigators looking 
info Asian campaign contributions. 


Obstruction 

by 

investigation. 


invasions of privacy and possible 
presidential perjury have been kept 
in the dark for the past two years. 
There can be no innocent reason for 
that deliberate decision by the Clin- 
ton White House to remain silent. 
Asked yesterday about his e-mail 
' problem, Clinton said, ’T believe that 
was known years ago.” Sure; he 
knew and Ruff knew. But no grand 
jury or Congressional committee 
was told. 

As this deliberate suppression of 
the truth about the unsearched e- 
mails came to light, the Justice De- 
partment reacted with The Old Reno 
Trick: obstruction by in-house inves- 
tigation. 

Here’s how it worked before. When 
the “Asian Connection” to Ciinton- 
Gore money-raising was broken in 
this space on Oct. 5, 1996, and The Los 
Angeles Times unearthed the Gore 
Buddhist temple fund-raising scan- 
dal, the U.S. Attorney in L.A , Stephen 
Mansfield, moved quickly to investi- 
gate. But Lee Radek, Reno's chief 
protector of higher-ups, informed 
him, “your office should take no steps 
to investigate these matters.” 

Radek’s Washington office as- 
sumed authority and allowed wit- 
nesses to skip the country. He used 
the excuse that an independent coun- 
sel might be needed, but, after {he 
trail cooled sufficiently, fought the 
attempt cf a real prosecutor and the 
F.B.I. to appoint one. Result: wrist 
slaps for small fry, neither Clinton 
nor Gore even questioned. 

Clinton Justice is now trying the 
same trick in the e-mail case. Judi- 
cial Watch, in a civil suit, forced out 
the truth and a federal judge is hit- 
ting pay dirt. Department of Justice 
lawyers may have assisted a Clinton 
archivist in submitting a misleading 
affidavit about the e-mails last year. 
But true to form, new that its misfea- 
sance is public, Reno Justice is 
launching its own “criminal investi- 
gation,” the intent of which is to seize 
coniroi of the productive civil case 
until after the coming election. 

The same crew at Justice that kept 
the Asian fund-raising scandal away 
from the White House is now throw- 
ing its protective blanket over the 
White House aides who intimidated 
whistle-blowers in the e-mail con- 
cealment. Justice's criminal division 
will "investigate'' its civil division, 
and insiders will have a good laugh 
at chairman Dan Burton's call for 
outside counsel. 


Why do I pop off at these arrant 
cover-ups? Because popping off at 
power abuse has a public-policy pur- 
pose, The investigation triggered by 
published outrage at Fllegate has 
ended such routine invasion of pri- 
vacy, and completely changed die 
slavish attitude toward White House 
aides at the F.B.I. if that cost $10 
million, it was well worth it. 

Same with concealing the 109,900 
e-mail gap. Not all wrongdoing is 
criminal But when presidential 
counsel artfully skirt the law, con- 
temptuous of court or Congress or 
individual citizens, they must be 
closely examined and called to' public 
account. □ 
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violated Privacy Act 

Cites release of letters written by Willey 

txT i~ A \ . . „ 


8y Jerry Seper 

THE WASHINGTON TIMES ^ ' j O ^ Ci ^ 

A federal judge yesterday said 
President Clinton violated former 
White House staffer Kathleen Wil- 
ley's privacy rights when he re- 
leased letters she had written in an 
effort to cast doubts on accusations 
he sexually assaulted her in the 
Oval Office. 

U.S, District Judge Royee C. 
Lam berth, in a 26-page ruling, 
said Mr. Clinton “had the requisite 
intent for committing a criminal 
violation of the Privacy Act” and 

■ that he and his top White House 

■ aides knew they were subject to 

I the act, "yet chose to violate its 


provisions. 

Mr. Clinton immediately dis- 
puted the ruling and said he had 
released the letters only “reluc- 
tantly” to defend himself against 
the accusations. 

A violation of the act is a misde- 
meanor under federal law, which 
calls for a fine of up to $5,000. The 
law also establishes a “private 
right of action” meaning Mr, Clin- 
ton or others could be sued in a 
civil case for damages for violating 
the act. 

see WILLEY, page A 12 

• Burton asks judge for criminal 
probe of official over e-mail A3 
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Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Mr. Raben, I think we’ve established that David Anderson is an 
attorney at the Department of Justice handling these matters; is 
that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. I understand him to be the director of the Federal 
programs branch. 

Mr. Barr. Does James Gilligan, who I believe is a trial attorney 
over in the Civil Division, work with him, for him or is he a supe- 
rior of his? 

Mr. Raben. I believe that he is a subordinate of his. I’ll check 
that and let you know. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And whose responsibility is it — it’s my under- 
standing that James Gilligan coordinates and communicates on a 
fairly regular basis involving these cases to the — to Ms. Peterson; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Raben. To Ms. Peterson? 

Mr. Barr. Ms. Peterson, Michelle Peterson at the White House 
counsel’s office. 

Mr. Raben. That I have no idea. 

Mr. Barr. Maybe I should direct that to Ms. Nolan. Do they com- 
municate with each other? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s my understanding, sir, yes. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I want to get back to the questions that we were talking about 
regarding Mr. Barry. 

Mr. Raben, you said that you don’t know anything about any- 
thing that a line attorney may have said to him relevant to saying 
you don’t have to worry about signing this — so you don’t know that. 

Ms. Nolan, how did the White House counsel’s office let this affi- 
davit be filed if there was any question about it being false? This 
is the affidavit we talked about regarding Mr. Barry. Do you have 
any knowledge about that? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t, sir, except to say that, based on my other 
testimony, I don’t believe the White House counsel’s office would 
have thought that it was false; and, as I said earlier, I don’t believe 
it is false. 

Mr. Burton. Well, that’s your opinion, and I honor that. We’ll 
talk to Mr. Ruff and others about that later. 

I prepared a criminal referral regarding this affidavit asking the 
Justice Department to investigate Mr. Barry for perjury. Do you 
agree, Mr. Raben, that any charges against Mr. Barry should also 
include an investigation of the role of the Justice Department and 
White House lawyers in drafting the affidavit? 

Mr. Raben. Do I agree that any investigation of Mr. Barry 
should include 

Mr. Burton. Since they helped prepare the document. 

Mr. Raben. I can’t agree or disagree with that assertion. I hope 
this is helpful. I understand that — I know that a criminal inves- 
tigation has begun, and I don’t know that any fact which has or 
will be asserted is off the table in that investigation. 

Mr. Burton. Well, if the Justice Department did help him pre- 
pare the document and did knowingly help him perjure himself by 
signing an affidavit that was incorrect, which we believe it is, how 
can they investigate themselves? I mean, the Justice Department 
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has taken this under advisement and they’re conducting a criminal 
investigation. Part of that will involve, I presume, Mr. Barry since 
he was one of the principals. 

Mr. Raben. Answering the broader of the very important ques- 
tion that you’re raising now and I have heard you raise in your 
opening statement and in press accounts, how can the Justice De- 
partment investigate itself, I think you raise a very good question 
about how we deal with overlapping inquiries or civil matters and 
what is now a criminal matter. And I understand that it is not un- 
common, in fact, it is somewhat frequent, where a representation 
of a client agency, which is done under statutory authority require- 
ment, not simply authority, is proceeding and information comes 
forward which necessitates the initiation of a criminal inquiry. 
When that criminal inquiry is initiated, the common procedure, I 
have learned, is to seek a stay of those aspects of the civil rep- 
resentation that may be implicated by the criminal investigation, 
and that is what has gone on here. 

Mr. Burton. So they’re asking for a stay in the civil case while 
they conduct their criminal investigation? 

Mr. Raben. I think that would be an overstatement. My under- 
standing of the pleading which was filed is staying some aspects 
of the civil litigation. I don’t believe that all aspects of the civil liti- 
gation have been requested to be stayed. 

Mr. Burton. When did the Campaign Finance Task Force learn 
about the White House e-mail problem? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. I know that that will be — I presume 
that will be one of the subject matters of the inquiry itself which 
has been initiated, but I simply don’t know. I do know I saw 

Mr. Burton. So you wouldn’t know also how the Campaign Fi- 
nance Task Force found out about the problem either? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. 

Mr. Burton. Well, if you could get answers to these questions, 
it would be helpful. 

Mr. Raben. You have submitted — I know that you have sent to 
the Department a series of letters, one of which enumerates these 
and other similar questions, and we will answer those questions. 

Mr. Burton. I hope it’s expeditiously. 

Mr. Raben. I hope so, too, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Would you know if the task force ever attempted 
to interview any of the Northrop Grumman contractors about the 
problem? 

Mr. Raben. I wouldn’t know. 

Mr. Burton. We have learned that task force attempted to con- 
tact Betty Lamberth 2 weeks ago, but we don’t know about any of 
others. 

I guess the next question is superfluous, because we need to 
know why the task force waited until now to contact the Northrop 
Grumman contractors. So I guess we’ll have to find out who the at- 
torneys were that were involved in this and ask them. 

In a recent court filing, Justice Department lawyers said that 
they knew about the problem for over a year. If that’s true, why 
did the Campaign Finance Task Force do nothing for over a year? 
I mean, if they have known about it for a year, I wonder why they 
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haven’t done anything. They didn’t do anything until I sent a letter 
to the Attorney General. Do you have any answer to that? 

Mr. Raben. I know that you posed that question in the letter, 
and we will respond to it. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. I was curious in the last dialog between us as to were 
there other places in the White House where messages could go off 
one’s e-mail or one’s server; and, to your knowledge, do you know 
of any other part of the White House where there might be mes- 
sages parked from that period, 1993 through 1996 through 1998? 

Ms. Nolan. I know of no messages parked, sir. I do know that 
back-up tapes were made of the server at various times and that 
those back-up tapes are going to be reconstructed and searched. 

Mr. Horn. OK. So, in other words, they had back-up tapes I take 
it when the subpoena went down there, and you’re saying now that 
the system is up and running, that there will be back-up tapes? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. There have been back-up tapes made. Those 
back-up tapes are of the server. They’re a picture of the server at 
a particular time. They’re not searchable. They are being recon- 
structed so that they can be searched and so that they can be 
placed on ARMS. 

Mr. Horn. Now, what do you have to do to reconstruct them in 
order to get a search? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I could not tell you that. The Office of Adminis- 
tration has retained an outside contractor who will do that work. 
I don’t understand the details of how it has to be done. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I think the FBI is one that can do the work if 
anything was done on the mainframe, and then the question would 
be — is, can you tell if there are erasures or not? Practically every 
company, university in the country takes a back-up tape every day, 
just in case you have got a surge, an earthquake, a power failure 
or whatever it is; and so I’m just curious why it took so long to get 
to this. What motivated them? Was it the President’s library and 
they wanted to check things to be on deposit or what was the mo- 
tive of this? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, Mark Lindsay from the Office of Administration 
at the time and the Assistant to the President for Management and 
Administration was here last week, and I understand he testified 
that the Office of Administration made a determination to make 
sure they were Y2K compliant. Y2K compliance went through Feb- 
ruary 29th, and then they were to begin the reconstruction. 

Mr. Horn. And that’s when you really became aware of it? 

Ms. Nolan. I became aware of it somewhat earlier in February, 
except for the briefing I was given in January in which I did not 
fully become aware of it but where I was told about a MAIL2 and 
letter D problem. 

Mr. Horn. Now, with reference to prior questions you had on 
this, it seems to me an outgoing counsel of the President would 
have a list on a memorandum of either finished, partially finished 
or unfinished business. Now, did Mr. Ruff ever pass that on to you 
and tell you about the subpoenas that — and the impact they would 
have? 

Ms. Nolan. It’s my understanding, sir, that Mr. Ruff did not un- 
derstand there was a problem with any subpoenas. He did not tell 
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me that there was a problem, which is consistent with my under- 
standing that he didn’t understand there was a problem. 

Mr. Horn. Well, usually, a new person in a job would start going 
down the line with your associate or your deputy or your assistant 
counsels and say, you know, what do you do and etc. Did you do 
that when you entered on that job? 

Ms. Nolan. I did that, Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. And did you learn anything about the tapes in that 
experience? 

Ms. Nolan. It’s my understanding that no one in the counsel’s 
office knew that there was a problem with subpoena compliance. 

Mr. Horn. What you’re telling us is if we ever have to ask to 
redo what goes on at the White House under subpoena, that the 
counsel’s office is not the one to go to. It seems to me, I guess, the 
Office of Administration, which is a statutory office within the Ex- 
ecutive Office of the President, and they’re the ones that know 
where you can find something on a computer, and I take it the 
counsel can’t find it. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, we found what was on the ARMS system, I be- 
lieve. There were things that were not on the ARMS system, and 
we were not aware of that. 

Mr. Horn. Well, let me read you this quote yesterday at the 
press conference. The President stated that the White House had, 
“turned over everything that had been found,” and that subpoenaed 
e-mails were not surrendered because they were located, “in a dif- 
ferent system.” To what system was the President referring? 

Ms. Nolan. I think the President meant that those e-mails were 
not on the ARMS system, not that they were in a different system. 

Mr. Horn. Now, has that system been searched or is it a new 
system and not an old one or what? 

Ms. Nolan. The ARMS system is the automated, retrieval sys- 
tem, that’s the system in which certain e-mails were not captured 
or recorded. Those are — we have the back-up tapes which are not — 
were not designed, as I understand it, for record retrieval, but 
we’re going to have a contractor come in and enable us to retrieve 
those records on the back-up tapes. 

Mr. Horn. Now, is the President hooked up to that e-mail sys- 
tem so he — you’ve got what, how many accounts, 500 or so ac- 
counts? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know the number of accounts in the White 
House office. It would probably be about that, but I’m not sure. 

Mr. Horn. Well, I would think the President would have a very 
secure e-mail with some of his people in terms of, let’s say, national 
security. Is there such a tape operation, server operation that’s sep- 
arate from what you have described? 

Ms. Nolan. Except for a couple of occasions with staff to learn 
particular computer things, I don’t think the President uses e-mail, 
sir. 

Mr. Horn. Well, that’s probably a smart idea, and I don’t use 
them either, but the fact is that there’s probably another system 
around there for security reasons, and the question would be, were 
anything under these subpoenas that could be classified in a secu- 
rity operation and has that system been looked at? 
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Ms. Nolan. I don’t know the answer, sir, to, in particular, re- 
quests whether that system would have been looked at with respect 
to classified documents. Is that what you mean, sir? 

Mr. Horn. Yes. I would like to know how many systems are 
there. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Ms. Nolan. The NSC does do a search, sir, I’m told, of its sys- 
tem. 

Mr. Horn. Then there are any others besides NSC? That makes 
sense to me. And what you’ve got here basically is to 

Ms. Nolan. I’m told, sir, there is no other classified system, that 
that’s 

Mr. Horn. No other classified system or no other system? 

Ms. Nolan. The other systems — the only automated record sys- 
tems are the NSC and the EOP-wide one called ARMS. 

Mr. Horn. OK. So everything that you or your staff in the coun- 
sel’s office know you’re telling us now in response to these ques- 
tions, is that true? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, sir? 

Mr. Horn. Well, do any of your staff know something beyond this 
because you weren’t here? 

Ms. Nolan. We’ve — I’ve talked to many people on my staff, and 
I’ve had my staff talk to many people who were here who are no 
longer in the counsel’s office. We have not found anybody who 
knew — had this information, which I am saying I don’t believe the 
counsel’s office had. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Barr. Was the President ever informed about the problem 
with e-mail system? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, yes, the President was informed, I believe, 
within the past month, yes. 

Mr. Barr. That was the first time that the President was in- 
formed about this problem? 

Ms. Nolan. As far as I know, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Would anybody have any different knowledge? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t think so. 

Mr. Barr. Was the Vice President ever informed about the prob- 
lem with the e-mail system 

Ms. Nolan. I think also within the past month, sir. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. After the news stories broke. 

What was the response of the President when he was informed 
about this problem? 

Ms. Nolan. Umm, sir, the President wanted to make sure that 
we had produced everything we could produce and that we were 
looking into what to do. 

Mr. Barr. What was the response of the Vice President? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Who briefed the Vice President on this? 

Ms. Nolan. Somebody on his staff, sir, but I’m not sure if it was 
his counsel or not. 

Mr. Barr. Was Mrs. Clinton ever informed about the problem 
with the e-mail system? 
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Ms. Nolan. I don’t know, sir. I did not inform her. I’m not aware 
that anyone did other than there have been news accounts about 
it. 

Mr. Barr. Would that have been Ms. Posey? Would she have in- 
formed her about that? 

Ms. Nolan. All of this would have occurred only in the past 
month. Any — I’m not aware that anyone in 1998 informed the 
President, the Vice President or the First lady. 

Mr. Barr. On January 28th of this year, a letter was sent to 
committee counsel, our committee counsel, Mr. Wilson — actually to 
Mr. Hollis, but our counsel, regarding the Waco matter. And that 
letter says, quote, the scope of our recent search for Waco-related 
materials encompassed all items or documents in any way relevant 
to the events occurring at the Branch Davidian compound in Mount 
Carmel outside of Waco, Texas, in February to April, 1993. 

Ms. Nolan. Do I have a copy of that, sir? 

Mr. Barr. You’re asking me if I have a copy of it? 

Ms. Nolan. The committee provided me with copies of docu- 
ments. I don’t know if 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Lindsay seems to have a pretty full library. I can 
make a copy here but do you have one? Exhibit 60. 

[Exhibit 60 follows:] 



465 


THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 


January 28, 2000 


BY HAND 


Andre Hollis 

Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

I am writing to follow up on a couple of outstanding issues concerning to the 
. Committee's request for Waco-related materials. 

As you know, on December 22, 1999, pursuant to your request, you came to the Old 
Executive Office Building and reviewed the Waco-related materials that the Executive Office of 
the President (EOP) had sent to the Court presiding over the Andrade v. Chojnacki matter. As 
explained in my December 20, 1999 letter to you (copy with attachments enclosed), these 
materials were submitted to the Court not under seal. 

I further explained in that letter that, pursuant to the Andrade Court's instructions, certain 
additional materials were submitted under seal. I made available for your review an index of 
such materials. I also provided you with a copy of a Presidential Document Log that the EOP 
previously produced to the Committee's Subcommittee on National Security, International 
Affairs, and Criminal Justice, as well as to the House Judiciary Committee's Subcommittee on 
Crime. As set forth in my December 20 letter to you, and as I reiterated during your review, 
these committees reached agreeable accommodations with the EOP, as well as the Department of 
Treasury, whereby certain Subcommittee members, including Chairmen Zeliff and McCollum, 
reviewed these documents and obtained the information they needed while maintaining the 
White House's legitimate confidentiality interests. 

You inquired whether the EOP would consider allowing current members of the 
Committee to review again these materials. I stated that the EOP would consider such an 
accommodation if the Committee members expressed such an interest. 

f *; EXHiBrr 




Andre Hollis 
January 28, 2000 
Page 2 
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On Tuesday, January 18, 2000, you telephoned me and requested a set of the documents 
that you reviewed; z'.e., documents that were sent to the Andrade Court not under seal. I 
responded that I believed that the EOP would provide the Committee with a set, even though 
some of these materials had been previously produced to the Committee. A set of these 
documents is enclosed. 

You also wanted to discuss the Committee's September 1, 1999 subpoena seeking 
materials related to the use of incendiary devices at the Branch Davidian compound. I explained 
that I believed that the search for Waco-related materials responsive to the Andrade Court's 
Order would have likely encompassed the Committee's subpoena, but that I would need to 
confirm this and get back to you. In addition, I asked you, as I had asked previously Marc 
Chretien, to be prepared to discuss a modification to Request No. 4 in the event that the EOP 
needed to conduct a search for materials responsive to the subpoena. 

The scope of our recent seari.. for Waco-related materials encompassed all items or 
documents in any way relevant to the events occurring at the Branch Davidian compound in Mt. 
Carmel, outside of Waco, Texas, in February - April, 1993 ("Waco"), with the exception of the 
following: 


1 . Materials in the public domain; 

2. Materials subject to the Privacy Act; or 

3. Non-investigative materials created after June 14, 1994. 

As I have explained previously to you, "non-investigative materials" include Waco-related 
requests and inquiries, such as subpoenas from and correspondence with investigative bodies. 

The EOP believes that this search sufficiently covered the scope of the Committee's 
subpoena. If, however, you have any questions, please call me at 202-456-5814. 


Sincerely, 

fxy/twifa'/ 


Dimitri J^Niona^is 

Associate Counsel to the President 


Enclosures 


Cc: Beth Nolan, Counsel to the President 
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Ms. Nolan. Exhibit 60. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Exhibit 60. 

Mr. Barr. It shows a carbon copy to you. 

Mr. Burton. Would you see if you can get another copy for Ms. 
Nolan? 

Mr. Barr. I’m having a copy made right now. We should have 
another copy up here, I would think. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Raben has it, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You found it. OK. 

Mr. Barr. The question is, how can that assertion be true when 
y’ all’s testimony is that you don’t know whether any relevant e- 
mails came into the White House during the August 1996, Novem- 
ber 1998, timeframe? 

Ms. Nolan. At that time, Mr. Barr, I did not know and I do not 
believe anyone in my office knew that there was a problem with 
retrieval of certain e-mails in ARMS searches. 

Mr. Barr. So that may or may not be a complete, full and accu- 
rate statement 

Ms. Nolan. Which statement is it that you’re referring to specifi- 
cally, now that I have the document, sir? 

Mr. Barr. The one that I read. 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry. I didn’t have the document at the time so 
I would just like some help finding it. 

Mr. Barr. I was going to. I was in the middle of a sentence. And 
it appears on page 2, the third paragraph, the scope of our recent 
search for Waco-related materials encompassed all items or docu- 
ments in any way relevant to the events occurring at the Branch 
Davidian compound in Mount Carmel outside of Waco, TX in Feb- 
ruary to April, 1993. 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. That was the scope of our search at that 
time, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And the question is, how can you all make that 
statement — that assertion? It seems to me that it’s not true be- 
cause you don’t know whether or not during this timeframe here, 
August 1996 to November 1998, whether any relevant e-mails 
came into the White House. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, the statement is what the scope of our search 
was. I don’t believe we’ve ever been able to say that we have found 
every possibly relevant document. We make a good-faith effort to 
search. 

Mr. Barr. That’s what it says: All items or documents in any 
way relevant to the events occurring at the Branch Davidian com- 
pound. 

Ms. Nolan. The scope of our search encompassed all items or 
documents. That’s what we searched for. 

Mr. Barr. It’s a circular argument. 

Ms. Nolan. We can never be sure, Mr. Barr, that we found ev- 
erything. We make a good-faith effort and a very vigorous effort to 
find things. But we can’t be sure that we’ve ever — I don’t think 
anyone can ever say that I’m absolutely sure I found everything. 
And that letter doesn’t say that. 

Mr. Barr. Do you all do this with courts also? 

Ms. Nolan. Sir? 
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Mr. Barr. Do you all do this with courts, add a footnote to every- 
thing that you all say? 

Ms. Nolan. There is no footnote, sir. 

Mr. Barr. There is. You just told me that, despite the plain lan- 
guage of this, that you have sent us all items or documents in any 
way relevant to the events occurring. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, that is the not the plain language. I don’t see 
the words “sent you” in there. What I want to make clear, because 
I don’t want this to be about a little, you know, sort of word game. 
That’s not what it’s meant to be. We identified what the scope of 
our search was. More importantly for these purposes, we were not 
aware that in the scope of that search there might be e-mails that 
would not have been retrieved from that search. 

Mr. Barr. Despite the fact that we have established that going 
back to at least 1998 y’all knew there was a problem with retriev- 
able e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. We knew there had been or might have been — at 
least Mr. Ruff informs me that he knew there had been or might 
have been a problem, that a second search was done, that the docu- 
ments that were found in that were duplicative and he did not 
believe 

Mr. Barr. It was only a partial search. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I’m telling you what Mr. Ruff knew and under- 
stood in 1998. 

Mr. Barr. We’ll get Mr. Ruff in here to tell us what he knew or 
should have known. What I’m saying, though, is the argument that 
y’all are using — and it does get back to the parsing of words and 
what the technical sentence structure is, something that is so en- 
demic to this administration, what you’re saying is a circular argu- 
ment. You’re saying whatever we give you is what we give you, and 
we may or may not know that there’s something that we’re not giv- 
ing you. 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right, sir. That’s how any document produc- 
tion is done. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired, but we’ll get 
back to him in just a little bit. 

Would you like to take a break for about 5 minutes? That would 
be fine. We’ll try to wrap this up as quickly as we possibly can. 

Stand in recess for 5 minutes. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. We will try to reconvene here and wrap this up in 
the next half hour, if it is at all possible. I appreciate your patience 
today with all the questioning, but I think it really is important 
that we get as many answers as possible today. 

Let me start off and try to get some of the questions I need. 

First of all, I ask unanimous consent that a set of documents 
which may be used as exhibits in today’s hearing and which have 
been shared with the minority be entered into the record and, with- 
out objection, so ordered. We’ve already cleared that with the mi- 
nority. 

[Note. — The referenced material is provided at the end of this 
hearing.] 

Mr. Burton. When the White House belatedly produced videos 
to the Justice Department in 1997, Mr. Raben, the Attorney Gen- 
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eral stated that she was mad and that she was very disturbed that 
the tapes had not been produced in a current fashion and that it 
had taken so long after the production of the tapes to let them 
know, the Justice Department. Was the Attorney General mad or 
angry when she found out about the missing e-mails and had never 
been — that had never been produced to the Justice Department? 
Was she angry about that or do you know? 

Mr. Raben. I couldn’t characterize her thoughts on it. 

Mr. Burton. When the Attorney General found out there were 
embarrassing Waco flare tapes, she had U.S. Marshals seize them 
from the FBI. Did she ever consider sending Marshals to seize the 
back-up tapes from the White House? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know what she’s considered in her mind, sir. 
I know that she is interested in being as responsive to you as pos- 
sible. 

Mr. Burton. Is there any concern in the Campaign Finance Task 
Force that the Justice Department lacks the ability to enforce any 
of its document requests to White House or other agencies? Does 
it lack, in your opinion, the political will to enforce those document 
requests? 

Mr. Raben. If they’re concerned within the Campaign Finance 
Task Force? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know what concern the Campaign Finance 
Task Force might have. I know that they’ve initiated a criminal in- 
vestigation. 

Mr. Burton. In the Filegate lawsuit, Justice Department law- 
yers characterized the claim that there were missing White House 
e-mails as offensive. The Justice Department lawyers also stated 
that it is unduly burdensome to perform broad-based searches of 
archived and backed-up e-mails, especially e-mails stored in non- 
word-searchable format. Given that that’s the position of the Jus- 
tice Department in that case, how can the Democrats now turn 
around and investigate the White House? 

Mr. Raben. The characterization as offensive is something I 
would never do. I think that was a mistake. 

The second part was the undue burden to a particular e-mail re- 
trieval search. I have no — I don’t have the technical expertise to 
offer my opinion as to whether it’s unduly burdensome. I think 

Mr. Burton. You disagree 

Mr. Raben. Excuse me. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Burton. You disagree with the term that was used by the 
Justice Department, that the missing e-mails were offensive? 

Mr. Raben. I never write in that fashion. 

Mr. Burton. Do the lawyers on the Campaign Finance Task 
Force believe that it’s offensive to suggest that the White House or 
any other entity under investigation would withhold documents or 
have you talked to any of them about that? 

Mr. Raben. I’m sorry. I missed the question. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Burton. Do the lawyers on the Campaign Finance Task 
Force believe that it’s offensive to suggest that the White House or 
any other entity under investigation would withhold documents? 
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Mr. Raben. I really can’t characterize what they believe. I think 
that the people that I have met are hard-working, dedicated, most- 
ly career people who go about their business. 

Mr. Burton. Well, they were talking about it being offensive 
that the White House would withhold documents. So you don’t 
have any feeling — you really haven’t talked to anybody on the task 
force about any of this? 

Mr. Raben. I haven’t heard them — the few individuals I have 
interacted with I haven’t heard them editorialize or offer rhetoric 
like that. 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Nolan, you wrote a letter to us and in it on 
page — the last page of it. 

Ms. Nolan. What number is that, sir? 

Mr. Burton. I don’t know that there’s a number on this, is 
there? It’s the March 17th letter you sent to me. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, sir. 

Ms. Nolan. I just had one question about this. On the last para- 
graph of that letter you say, “the process may be performed in 
batches, i.e., several back-up tapes at a time. If reconstruction were 
possible, we would likely begin the process with the November 
20th, 1998, and June 1st, 1999, back-up tapes, approximately 15 
tapes total. This process would entail extracting the unrecorded e- 
mails from the back-up tapes and putting them on a server. This 
estimate . . .” 

And then you go into the timeframe and everything. It says, “this 
estimate does not, however, include the possible restoration of OVP 
back-up tapes as well as the time and funds needed to perform 
other steps in the process such as awarding a competitive contract, 
searching ARMS printing search results, manually reviewing them 
and producing responsive materials.” 

One of the concerns that we have is that some of the batch that 
we’re concerned about start back when this problem occurred in 
September 1996. And if you start with the batches at the front end, 
i.e., the ones most recent, then if you run into a logjam, the 
chances are or problem — the chances are this might not be solved 
or we may not get the documents until well after the November 
election, which might be fortuitous for those who may be involved. 
And so what we wanted to know is assuming — and you said the 
contract has been signed. 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Assuming a contract has been signed, we would like 
to know if these e-mails that could be relevant to our investigation, 
the campaign finance investigation, which would be the ones going 
at the beginning of the problem in September 1996, would be the 
first batch to be looked at. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, before I answer that, you said some- 
thing which reminded me I wanted to say that there had been a 
question earlier, and the contract does include restoration of the 
OVP back-up tapes. So thank you for reminding me of that. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Ms. Nolan. Second, we, as you know, have several investigative 
bodies we will be dealing with. The reason we talked about the No- 
vember 1998, and June 1999, back-up tapes first is because they 
took a picture of the server with everything on the server right be- 
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fore they restored — started restoring on a going-forward basis in- 
coming e-mail to ARMS. So that seemed like it might be the 
quickest way to get a comprehensive picture of what the server 
looked like. It would be anything that remained on the server, 
whether it was from 1995 or 1996 on that day. 

Then the contractor — as I understand it, the contractor is going 
to have to go through and figure out exactly what we have back- 
up tapes of, what dates they are, which ones have e-mails on it. 
We haven’t made any determination about what order to do that 
in. I hear what you’re saying, sir. We’re just going to have to work 
out in terms of timing how we can get this done. 

Mr. Burton. We’re checking with some computer people as well, 
and it may very well be that these computer tapes could be han- 
dled in a much quicker fashion than 6 months, and so 

Ms. Nolan. If that’s the case, I would be delighted, sir. We really 
have, you know — we originally heard 18 months or 3 years. I said 
I wanted us to find a way to get it done quicker. The OA has made 
part of the contract that the contractor is to provide innovative 
ideas for how to do it; and if we can move up the date, that would 
be great. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll be talking to you about that. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Ms. Nolan, just to close the loop on my prior question- 
ing regarding this letter of January 28th, that is approximately I 
think 10 days after you were briefed on this matter. I believe you 
testified that it was about — was it January 18th? 

Ms. Nolan. I think it was the 19th. It might have been the 18th, 
sir. I’m not sure. 

Mr. Barr. So you were aware of the e-mail problem at the time 
this letter was written. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, as I testified, I was briefed about some 
problem. I did not understand that it had an effect on e-mail 
searches. So when the letter said — first of all, though, I want to be 
sure that it’s clear that what the letter said the scope of our search 
is, what we looked for. 

Mr. Barr. I mean, it’s — you just keep going around in circles on 
that. It’s very self-serving. 

Ms. Nolan. I did not know there was a problem, no, sir. 

Mr. Barr. That is not what the letter says. But I understand this 
administration. I still don’t buy into this argument that you all 
didn’t know the scope of the problem. It was something that was 
deemed very important and very serious to the Northrop Grumman 
experts. And they briefed, did they not, Mr. Ruff on this? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t believe any of the counsel’s office people ever 
talked to the Northrop Grumman people, no, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Ruff did not request a discussion with them? 

Ms. Nolan. As I understand it, he received information from Mr. 
Lindsay, Mark Lindsay, then general counsel of the Office of Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. Barr. When did he receive that? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, you know, some time in June 1998, sir. 

Mr. Barr. What did he receive? 

Ms. Nolan. Well, that — as I’ve testified, what I know is that Mr. 
Ruff heard that there was a problem or might have been a problem 
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with an e-mail search. That OA then conducted a second search. 
That second search showed that there, in fact, were no missing e- 
mails. He did not understand that there was any ongoing problem. 

Mr. Barr. What did he receive from Mr. Lindsay? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe he received a copy from Virginia Apuzzo of 
the June 19, 1998, memorandum; and I believe he spoke with Mr. 
Lindsay. 

Mr. Barr. That memorandum wasn’t from Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Nolan. That was from Mr. Lindsay’s superior, Virginia 
Apuzzo. 

Mr. Barr. I think Mr. Ruff received a large number of e-mails 
from Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Lindsay testified last week he took over to 
the White House counsel’s office. 

Ms. Nolan. Those were the e-mails that were the second search 
which I am told turned out to be duplicative. 

Mr. Barr. Is that what you meant when you said that Mr. Ruff 
received some materials from Mr. Lindsay? Those documents? 

Ms. Nolan. Those are the only documents I’m aware of. 

Mr. Barr. So he received those from Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know that Mr. Lindsay physically handed 
them to Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Barr. You testified that he received something from Mr. 
Lindsay. What did he receive from Mr. Lindsay? That’s what I’m 
trying to get at. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, what I know is that he received from 
OA 

Mr. Barr. Just a few minutes ago 

Ms. Nolan. If I misspoke, I’m sorry. What I know 

Mr. Barr. I don’t know — I don’t know that you misspoke. 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know either, sir. I’m just trying to tell you 
what I know. 

Mr. Barr. You told me what you know. You told me just a few 
moments ago that Mr. Lindsay received something from — or Mr. 
Ruff received it — from Mr. Lindsay. I’m asking what it was. 

Ms. Nolan. Maybe someone could read that back to me, sir. I 
don’t know that I said that. What I said, I think, was that Mr. Ruff 
received a briefing from Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Barr. Briefing from Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So your testimony now is not that he received any 
documents from Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Nolan. OA provided documents. I believe that Mr. Lindsay 
provided them to the counsel’s office. I don’t know what I 

Mr. Barr. You don’t know who got them either. 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Nobody over there knows who got them. 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. We’ve established that. 

Well, Mr. Lindsay doesn’t remember who he gave them to. 

Why do you take the position, contrary to the testimony last 
week, that those documents that were sent over there, that box of 
1,000 or however many e-mails, was a complete search? It was 
never a complete search. 

Ms. Nolan. I have never said that sir. 
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Mr. Barr. How do you know that there weren’t other documents 
that were relevant to these subpoenas, such as the Waco subpoena, 
such as the subpoenas from the independent counsel, such as the 
subpoena from this committee? 

Ms. Nolan. I have never said I don’t know. I have said that 
what I understood from Mr. Ruff, what he understood at a time 
when I was not there, sir, what I understand from Mr. Ruff is that 
he understood there was or might have been a problem. He under- 
stood that a search had been done. I have never said it was a com- 
plete search or what he understood about the nature of the search. 
I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, am I missing something here? Didn’t 
this witness just testify to that? 

Mr. Barr. Maybe we should ask Mr. Waxman. He records this 
stuff. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, your time has expired. I’ll be happy to 
yield to you more time in just a second. 

I would like to ask Mr. Raben if he’s heard back from the Justice 
Department about the attorney that worked on Mr. Barry’s sworn 
affidavit. 

Mr. Raben. I have heard back. My understanding as of 5:13 is 
that the pool of attorneys that would have — could have interacted 
with the gentleman’s affidavit, as appears on the public filings, 
Ann Weissman; James Gilligan; Elizabeth Shapiro; Alison, I be- 
lieve it’s pronounced Giles, G-I-L-E-S. There is another attorney on 
the filing Julia Covey, but their understanding as of 5:13 is that 
she is not among the pool of attorneys who would have interacted. 
But as I get more information 

Mr. Burton. So let me have those names again, their full names. 

Mr. Raben. I will give it to you, but these are the attorneys who 
appear on the public filings in the civil case. David Anderson, as 
I said before, is the director of the Federal programs branch. The 
other names that appear on the filing, in addition to David Ogden 
and Wilma Lewis, are Ann Weissman, James Gilligan, Elizabeth 
Shapiro and Alison Giles. And except for Mr. Anderson I under- 
stand all of those to be line attorneys in the Civil Division. 

Mr. Burton. So what you’re saying is one of those probably is 
the one that worked with him on his sworn affidavit. 

Mr. Raben. Our understanding, as of right now, is that at least 
one — it’s possible that more would have interacted. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Well, the reason I ask is because we’ll be 
issuing subpoenas for them; and I want to make sure that we don’t 
unduly burden the others who may not have been involved. 

Mr. Raben. I understand that. And I expect — I suspected that 
you would send subpoenas to those people, and I expect that we’ll 
try to have conversations with you about our line attorney policy 
and our pending criminal case policy. 

Mr. Burton. Would both witnesses — both of you agree to answer 
written questions put to you by the committee so that we could in- 
clude them in the record? And, if so, we’ll hold the record open for 
those answers. Is there any problem with that with either one of 
you? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. No problem. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, do you have any more questions? The 
counsel — we want to give the counsel some time. He has a few 
questions that he would like to summarize with. If you have more 
questions, go ahead. 

Mr. Barr. One of the areas that we went into last week with the 
other Mr. Lindsay was something that he used — he kept using a 
term, and finally we asked him what was this term, “mission-criti- 
cal project?” Have you ever heard of that term? 

Ms. Nolan. Not until today, sir, I don’t think I’ve heard it. 

Mr. Barr. You didn’t hear it last week? We spend quite some 
time with him going over it. 

Ms. Nolan. I did not. I saw some but not all of Mr. Lindsay’s 
testimony. 

Mr. Barr. I yield back, Mr. Chairman, for counsel. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll now yield to the counsel for some questions. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Nolan, good afternoon. Mr. Raben, good after- 
noon. 

Ms. Nolan. Good afternoon. 

Mr. Wilson. Just to clarify things for the record, you’ve told us 
today that you had conversations with former White House coun- 
sel, Charles Ruff, correct? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. How many conversations have you had with Mr. 
Ruff since the newspaper articles first made you aware that there 
was a problem with the e-mail situation? 

Ms. Nolan. I think two or three. I’m not sure. Two or three. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now just so we can be precise here, if you 
would please tell us everything he told you about his various expo- 
sures to this problem. What did he tell you? 

Ms. Nolan. He told me that he was informed that there was or 
may have been a problem with an e-mail search, that he spoke 
with Mark Lindsay about it, that he — that OA had conducted a sec- 
ond search and that, as far as he knew, that search had shown that 
there were no missing e-mails and that he, therefore, thought there 
was no problem. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Fair enough. With — the time that he spoke 
with Mr. Lindsay, did he tell you whether other people were in- 
volved and — tell us, was this a meeting that he had with Mr. Lind- 
say or a telephone conversation? 

Ms. Nolan. I know — I know he said that he met with Mr. Lind- 
say, but I’m not sure. 

Mr. Wilson. You know where he met with Mr. Lindsay. 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know if anybody else was in the meeting? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t. 

Mr. Wilson. Have you reviewed any records in the last week? 
We received records indicating that on June 19th Mr. Lindsay had 
a meeting with Mr. Ruff and an individual named Mills. I assume 
that’s Cheryl Mills. Have you reviewed records about meetings? 

Ms. Nolan. I have seen that calendar entry, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. What does that calendar entry mean? 

Ms. Nolan. It means that at that time he had a meeting set up 
with Mr. Lindsay and Ms. Mills. I don’t know if he had it — if all 
three people were present. I just don’t know. 
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Mr. Wilson. It’s fair to say you’ve not asked him whether he ac- 
tually did have the meeting with those individuals. 

Ms. Nolan. He remembered that he had met with Mr. Lindsay. 
I think he remembered that he had discussed it with Ms. Mills. I 
did not ask if she was in the meeting at the time. I’m not sure that 
she was. 

Mr. Wilson. So since you’ve received the documents, you’ve not 
asked him the question did you meet with Mr. Lindsay and Ms. 
Mills on this issue? 

Ms. Nolan. He had already told me that he had discussed it 
with Ms. Mills. 

Mr. Wilson. Did he discuss it with Ms. Mills at a different time 
than he discussed it with Mr. Lindsay? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know the answer to that. 

Mr. Wilson. So is that fair then to say that you have not asked 
him whether he met with Mr. Lindsay and Ms. Mills at the same 
time? 

Ms. Nolan. At the same time? I don’t believe I’ve asked him 
that, no, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. I guess the threshold issue here is, 
you’ve told us what Mr. Ruff said. Do you believe Mr. Ruffs story? 

Ms. Nolan. I do. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. I mean, the problem — it’s been stated a number 
of times and I have a few very specific questions about the test 
search that was done, but the problem obviously for us is that 
there were a number of employees who knew there was a serious 
problem. 

Within days of their elevating the problem to their superiors, a 
memo was produced from an assistant to the President to the dep- 
uty chief of staff to the President, who’s well regarded and is the 
current chief of staff to the President. At an almost contempora- 
neous time, a briefing was held where Mr. Lindsay explained the 
problem to Mr. Ruff. And the problem that we’re confronted with 
right now is almost everyone seems to have understood the param- 
eters of the problem except Mr. Ruff. And so did Mr. Ruff give you 
any indication of how it was that he did not become aware of the 
basic parameters of this problem? 

Ms. Nolan. I just want to say that I’m not at all sure that every- 
one — it’s clear to me from the testimony and from memos that peo- 
ple began to understand the parameters of the problem. It is not 
at all clear to me that everyone understood them at all. And, be- 
lieve me, when I started asking questions in February of this year 
the — it wasn’t clear to me that everyone understood the parameters 
of the problem. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, clearly, not every computer glitch results in 
a memo to the deputy chief of staff and a contemporaneous meeting 
with the counsel of the President. And there was — as we learned 
last week, there are some differing recollections, but there was 
great certainty as to what the problem was. 

Let me just read you a couple of statements that Mr. Barry made 
in e-mails, and they were admittedly after the fact, but Mr. Barry 
says in one e-mail, I feel that the records must be recreated and 
any searches need to be reperformed if the requesters feel it’s nec- 
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essary. This is a daunting proposition, but I do not see any other 
alternative. 

In another e-mail, Ms. Gallant, who was the Associate Director 
of the IS&T Division, says, I also agree with Tony about the new 
searches that will have to be done. We need direction from OA 
counsel on that front. 

And I’ll leave this because I have some very specific questions, 
but it seems very clear to us that there was a concern that there 
was a universe of documents that had not been searched for re- 
sponsiveness to subpoenas. Which takes me to, I guess, the real 
question. Mr. Ruff, you’ve told us, was concerned that there was a 
search, and the search indicated that there were no e-mails that 
had not been produced to any requesting body, is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry. Could you repeat? I just want to make 
sure that your characterization of what I’ve said is accurate. 

Mr. Wilson. I guess this was my characterization. But there was 
a search conducted by computer programmers Northrop Grumman 
computer contract employees, and the search involved terms that 
had Monica Lewinsky in them, is that correct? 

Ms. Nolan. It was a search related to the Monica Lewinsky in- 
vestigation. I don’t know what the terms were. I haven’t seen the 
search. 

Mr. Wilson. That was my next question: What was the search? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. Mr. Haas was here last week. He’s the 
one who did the search. As I testified earlier, I have not seen 
what’s on his F drive, what he saved of the search. 

Mr. Wilson. Have you made any inquiries as to what the search 
was? 

Ms. Nolan. I have made inquiries. I have not yet determined ex- 
actly what it was, other than related to the Monica Lewinsky mat- 
ter. 

Mr. Wilson. At this point, you just don’t know what the search 
was, is that’s a fair 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know what terms he used or what exactly he 
was searching for, no, I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know, as you sit here today, whether this 
was a comprehensive search for all of the material about Ms. 
Lewinsky that would have been requested by the independent 
counsel? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know what the search was. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. I guess it takes us to the real concern. If you 
don’t know what the search was, did you ask Mr. Ruff what the 
search was? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Ruff did not have any details for me. I don’t 
think — I don’t know if he doesn’t remember or if his recollection is 
that OA took care of doing a search for these e-mails. I don’t know 
the details of it. 

Mr. Wilson. And who requested the search? 

Ms. Nolan. You know, I don’t — that is one thing I don’t know. 
I believe counsel’s office did, but I don’t know if OA said they would 
do it. I just don’t know the answer. 

Mr. Wilson. This is a matter of great importance for us for the 
next few questions I’ll ask. But have you asked anybody in the 
counsel’s office about this search? 
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Ms. Nolan. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. And what do they tell you? Did they request a 
search? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t recall whether the counsel’s — I don’t recall 
hearing that anyone in the counsel’s office requested the search. I 
don’t know if Mr. Ruff requested it. I just don’t know. 

Mr. Wilson. The reason I mention this at this point and believe 
that it’s of great importance is because the search that was actu- 
ally conducted appears to be a very, very minor or preliminary type 
of search. It appears to have involved a request for documents that 
pertain to one individual and we were told four other individuals. 
But it doesn’t appear to be a particularly all-encompassing search. 
Is this your understanding of this particular Lewinsky search? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s my general understanding. As I said, I 
haven’t seen the search, but it’s my understanding that Mr. Ruff 
had been told there had been a problem or understood that there 
was a problem with a particular search and that another search 
was being done to see if there was a problem with that particular 
search. So I don’t know that anybody said anything about an all- 
encompassing search. 

Mr. Wilson. We were told by the employees when they did the 
search they came up with three reams of documents. I originally 
asked if that’s about this many documents, and I was told it was 
about this many documents. That’s what we were told last week. 

Now the question is, if this was a very preliminary search and 
it showed a fairly significant universe of documents, maybe dupli- 
cative, maybe not, but a fairly large universe of documents, did 
anybody — have you discussed with Mr. Ruff whether he said maybe 
we better go back and do a comprehensive search because there is 
a problem? 

Ms. Nolan. No. As I’ve said, it’s my understanding that what 
was provided to the counsel’s office — and I don’t know if what was 
provided was this amount or this amount. I don’t know. But what 
was provided to the counsel’s office was checked against what the 
counsel’s office already had been provided. 

Mr. Wilson. But let me 

Mr. Barr. Would counsel yield for just a moment? 

I’m sorry, but with regard to the sort of — the line of reasoning 
in the position that y’all are taking with regard to this subpoena 
from this committee with regard to your conclusion that however 
many documents there were here — and I think we’ve established 
that there were quite a few subject to the search that Mr. Haas 
conducted or was directed to conduct and did conduct — that some- 
one made a determination that they were duplicates of others that 
had already been provided pursuant to the subpoenas to the Con- 
gress. Was a similar conclusion reached and conveyed to the courts 
in any pending civil litigation that documents — none of these docu- 
ments were going to be furnished to the court because they were 
determined to be duplicative by the counsel’s office? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Barr, it’s my understanding that the counsel’s 
office determined that they had already produced whatever those 
documents were. 

Mr. Barr. So they made this determination that these docu- 
ments were duplicative and, therefore, for all purposes, whether it 
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was the independent counsel, a congressional committee or civil ac- 
tion — and, therefore, none of them were going to be produced be- 
cause they already had been? 

Ms. Nolan. It is, again, my understanding that Mr. Ruff under- 
stood there was a problem with a particular search; and it was that 
search that they were looking to see if there were duplicative docu- 
ments. 

Mr. Barr. I’m not sure we’re going to get anywhere on that. But 
just with regard to the determination that you say was made that, 
with regard to these documents that counsel is asking you about 
now, that they were not furnished to anybody because they were 
deemed to be duplicative, that applies to not only the request from 
this committee, the subpoena, but to anybody else that had asked 
for those, including the courts or the independent counsel? 

Ms. Nolan. I apologize, sir, maybe having been here for this long 
I’m having trouble following, but I don’t know the question. There 
was a search done with respect to one subpoena in one investiga- 
tion. That was, as I understand it, what Mr. Ruff understood there 
might have been a problem about. He didn’t understand that there 
was a problem about any other search or any other investigation. 
So I’m just not sure how to answer your question. 

Mr. Barr. Weren’t these documents subject to a number of dif- 
ferent requests, including but not necessarily limited to the inde- 
pendent counsel, this committee, the impeachment committee and 
possibly other civil actions? 

Ms. Nolan. Documents that would have been responsive? 

Mr. Barr. That relate, for example, to Ms. Lewinsky, possibly 
Waco. 

All I’m saying is, you’re saying that Mr. Ruff made the deter- 
mination that, for purposes of one subpoena, these documents that 
Mr. Haas uncovered were duplicative and, therefore, they were not 
submitted pursuant to that one subpoena. 

Ms. Nolan. That’s the only problem he understood might have 
existed. 

Mr. Barr. Were those documents then submitted to any other 
outside requestor, such as the independent counsel, the party to 
the civil action or the impeachment committee? 

Ms. Nolan. I am sorry. I don’t understand. 

Mr. Barr. Maybe, counsel, you can ask with a little more clarity. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me just pick up on something you just said 
here. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman will yield. What they’re asking is, 
the duplicates, were they provided to anybody other than 

Ms. Nolan. No, I think that the 

Mr. Burton. Once it was decided they were duplicates, you 
didn’t provide them to anybody. 

Ms. Nolan. Not that I’m aware of, no. They were duplicates with 
respect to a particular subpoena request by a particular investiga- 
tor — I believe the independent counsel. If those e-mails were re- 
quested by another investigative body, the counsel’s office did give 
them already. But I don’t know if they were, sir. The duplicate 
search, however, as I understand, it was related just to this one re- 
quest. 
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Mr. Wilson. Let me pick up on that, if I may, because every- 
thing you’ve said flies in the face of everything we’ve been told. You 
just indicated that there was — what was taken to Mr. Ruff was 
pursuant to a search request falling from a subpoena. What we 
have been told — and disavow me of this error if I’m wrong — what 
we were told is that individuals identified a problem and did a test 
using a very prominent and in-the-news name at the time to deter- 
mine whether there were documents in this vast universe of infor- 
mation that would be — that would show that there was, in fact, a 
big problem. 

And so, consequently, what we’ve been told is that there was not 
a specific subpoena request trying to track down all the informa- 
tion pertaining to Monica Lewinsky. We’ve been told that there 
were requests made, that there was a test made to see what was 
in this universe of documents on the server at the time. And they 
used the name Monica Lewinsky and they used some other names. 
But what you’re telling us now is quite different. I wanted to fol- 
lowup on the point I’m just making. 

Ms. Nolan. Can I make clear that I’m telling you what I under- 
stand Mr. Ruff understood at the time? I cannot tell you what 
search was actually done, as I’ve said, or what terms were used or 
how it was decided to do it. I don’t know the answers to that. So 
I don’t think what I’m telling you is different. I’m just telling you 
what Mr. Ruff understood at the time. 

Mr. Wilson. Right. I appreciate that. That’s why I asked my ini- 
tial question, and that’s very helpful. But the search — and I guess 
this goes to, you know, what happened in the meeting with Mr. 
Ruff, trying to keep sight of the forest and get the trees out of the 
way here. The search was a very, very insignificant type of search. 
It wasn’t the search, from what we’ve been told, that White House 
counsel’s office constructed to determine what would be responsive 
to the Lewinsky subpoena. It was just a simple search asking for 
information about Lewinsky and some individuals. And to my way 
of thinking any responsible lawyer would have looked at that 
search, seen there was a lot of documents, even say we ought to 
do a really thorough search, but that’s not your understanding of 
this. 

Ms. Nolan. It’s not my understanding that there — I don’t know 
what Mr. Ruff knew about the search or the kind of search it was. 
It’s not my understanding that he knew it was, as you characterize 
it, a simple search or that it even was a simple search. I don’t 
know, and I’m not able to testify about that. 

Mr. Wilson. This is important to us because all day you’ve 
been — represented that the Lewinsky documents were duplicative 
and that went to the issue there’s not really a big problem here be- 
cause these are duplicative documents. 

Ms. Nolan. I have been representing what Mr. Ruff and the 
counsel’s office understood at the time, and I continue to represent 
that. But I just want to make clear that that’s all I’m able to testify 
about. I wasn’t there. I don’t have any independent understanding. 

The Northrop Grumman employees who you had here last week, 
who you were able to talk to, have been represented by Northrop 
Grumman counsel. I’ve not talked to them. So my information is 
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as I’ve presented it. And I just want to be clear about what I am 
testifying. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. I understand. I just — to recapitulate, and I’ll 
move away from this in a moment, but the point I guess I’m mak- 
ing is, our understanding — the search that was conducted was con- 
ducted to show that there was a systemic problem, a significant 
issue had arisen. A search was conducted that showed, yes, there 
was that problem. And your testimony — and I know you’re telling 
us what Mr. Ruff has told you, but your testimony is that Mr. Ruff 
did not perceive in the meetings that he had that there was a sys- 
temic problem. And our understanding is that everything that was 
done showed that there was a problem with the system and yet it 
seems that everybody but Mr. Ruff knew that there was a problem 
with the system. And yet there is a disconnect here. 

Ms. Nolan. There is a disconnect. I think I testified to that. I 
think there’s no question about that. That the people who knew the 
technology knew things that the counsel’s office who are producing 
documents did not know. There’s absolutely no question there was 
a disconnect. 

I do want to say again, though, that I don’t agree with the char- 
acterization that everyone else knew. I don’t have any information 
that suggests that’s the case. Some people knew. The technical peo- 
ple knew. The e-mails that have been referred to throughout this 
day don’t seem to have been sent beyond the technical people. 

And it is also true that certain people in OA, other than the tech- 
nical people who were sending the e-mails, did know that there 
was a problem and have known that there was a problem. That 
was — that disconnect occurred. There’s no question about that. 

And the other thing I just wanted to mention is I don’t know Mr. 
Ruff had meetings. You referred to meetings. I’m aware that he 
discussed this with Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know, you know, if it was 
in a face-to-face meeting, if there was more than one discussion. I 
don’t know that. 

Mr. Wilson. I can understand that. But one of the problems 
we’ve had is you’ve had conversations with Mr. Ruff and you come 
here and you’re not even sure if there were meetings on this sub- 
ject, which obviously means we have to go into the next phase. 

Let me leave that now, because there are two different opinions 
on this matter at this point. 

Earlier, a number of members had asked you questions about 
when you first realized that something was wrong and that some- 
thing needed to be done, and we sort of danced around the fact 
there was a newspaper article and there was a filing in a civil law- 
suit. 

Ms. Nolan. I didn’t mean to dance. I did not dance. If I was 
dancing with someone, I was unaware of it. 

Mr. Wilson. If you could try and pin it down with specificity, 
when did you first know that you would have to go back and recon- 
struct the e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. I can’t pin that down with specificity. I did not know 
there was a problem that would require us to reconstruct until 
sometime last month for purposes of our productions. I did know 
in January that OA was going to reconstruct some things for Fed- 
eral records. I just — and that they were going to proceed with that. 
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Sometime last month I realized that it was a problem that would 
have affected our ability to retrieve certain e-mails that were re- 
quested. 

Mr. Wilson. When you learned of the problem, when it first be- 
came apparent to you that there was this significant problem, did 
you meet with the contract employees who — -let me ask this. Have 
you ever met with the contract employees who were originally 
aware that there was a significant problem? 

Ms. Nolan. As I’ve said, almost right away, those contract em- 
ployees were represented by Northrop Grumman counsel. We tried 
to talk to their counsel several times. We weren’t able to talk with 
them. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I have a recollection of that because I was 
very involved. The newspaper article occurred, and there was a 
number of weeks before Northrop Grumman counsel was retained. 
Did you make an effort in the interim to 

Ms. Nolan. We certainly talked to people in OA. I don’t know 
who people in OA talked to. But they — of course, the contract em- 
ployees — and I think there was testimony about this last week. 
There are apparently quite strict rules about who in the complex 
talk to contract employees and through whom, as I think you know. 

Mr. Wilson. It’s correct to say then that, right after the news- 
paper article from the Washington Times that basically identified 
this problem came out, you did not in the first week make an effort 
to talk to the contract employees. Is that a fair characterization? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. I just don’t know. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I guess if you could please tell us when you 
first did make — provide for the written record afterwards. 

Ms. Nolan. What are you asking me to tell you? I’m sorry? 

Mr. Wilson. When you first made an effort to reach out to the 
contract employees to understand. 

Ms. Nolan. I will see if I can get that information. 

Mr. WILSON. Just a couple last questions. One last subject. 

This is due diligence here, because it’s a different type of docu- 
ment that we’ve had I guess misunderstandings with or problems 
with. So I’ll ask you about telephone records so that we can get a 
definitive answer about telephone records. 

It’s been reported in the press — and, obviously, that doesn’t make 
it right — but it’s been reported in the press that there are White 
House telephone records dating back to 1993. Are you aware of the 
existence of any telephone records related to any telephone calls 
going either into or out of the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m not. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Is this a subject that you’ve ever had any dis- 
cussions about? 

Ms. Nolan. Certainly asked with reference to when this e-mail 
issue came up. I was also made aware that there had at some point 
been a claim about the telephone records. I asked one of the attor- 
neys in my office who had handled the case, again, Michelle Peter- 
son. She informed me that at the time she had spoken with Sheryl 
Hall about the matter, who told her that there was no truth to that 
allegation. We determined that there were no such records. That’s 
what I thought about it. 
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Mr. Wilson. Who first made you aware of the allegations that 
there were telephone records? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. It came up at some point after I was 
aware of this e-mail issue. I just don’t know who it was. 

Mr. Wilson. Are you aware of whether any of your predecessors 
in the White House counsel’s office have attempted to definitively 
determine whether there are telephone records — and I’m being as 
broad as humanly possible here — any type of record in any form 
whatsoever relating to any type of telephone call, either coming out 
of or going into the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. I’m not aware. I can tell you that when I was an as- 
sociate counsel, at some point between 1993 and 1995, whoever 
was counsel then, I believe it was Judge Mikva, asked me whether 
we had the capability to retrieve certain telephone records. I made 
an inquiry to the Office of Administration and was told we did not 
and conveyed that to Mr. Mikva. That’s the only thing I know 
about it. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I’ll leave this line of questioning. 

But if you could provide for us a definitive answer. I know you’ve 
told us right now that you’re not aware of any records. But if you 
can check this and provide a definitive answer after the hearing as 
to whether there are any records in any format whatsoever of tele- 
phone calls going into the White House or coming out of the White 
House, if you could provide that for the record it we would be 
greatly appreciative. Will you do that? 

Ms. Nolan. I certainly will look and see. We will get back to you 
on that. I will provide them if I can, yes. So I will look and give 
you an answer to your question. 

Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, counsel. Counselor. 

Mr. Schiliro. Ms. Nolan, in the interest of time, I will not ask 
you a series of questions. The only question I have for you is, do 
you have some information that you are willing to share or ready 
to share with the committee today but nobody asked you the right 
question? And so if there’s a question that you’re ready to answer, 
but we just haven’t figured out how to ask it 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t think so. I think I’ve 

Mr. Schiliro. Nothing else you want to say? 

Ms. Nolan. No, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Let me conclude by asking one last question. 

You keep using the term “subpoena request.” My counsel has no- 
ticed this time and again. And if you look at the documents we 
served on you, they’re just called subpoenas. Why do you call them 
“subpoena requests?” 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t know. It’s just how I refer to them. 

Mr. Burton. I just wondered if maybe there was a different legal 
definition that the White House applied to our subpoenas because 
they’re supposed to produce documents or appearances. You don’t 
have any 

Ms. Nolan. No. No. I — subpoena sometimes does have a number 
of different elements of it. And it may be sometimes that somebody 
talks about a subpoena request as an element of a subpoena. But 
I am not sure that I use those terms consciously. 



483 


Mr. Burton. All right. I want to thank you for your patience and 
your ability to sit there that long and answer all the committee’s 
questions. You have been helpful. And we will continue to pursue 
this matter. 

We stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 5:45 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 




WHITE HOUSE E-MAILS: MISMANAGEMENT OF 
SUBPOENAED RECORDS— DAY THREE 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 3, 2000 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Gilman, Morelia, Shays, Ros- 
Lehtinen, McHugh, Horn, Mica, Souder, LaTourette, Barr, Hutch- 
inson, Terry, Biggert, Ose, Vitter, Waxman, Owens, Towns, Kan- 
jorski, Mink, Sanders, Norton, Cummings, Kucinich, Blagojevich, 
Davis of Illinois, Tierney, Turner, Ford, and Schakowsky. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief 
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark 
Corallo, director of communications; M. Scott Billingsley and James 
J. Schumann, counsels; Pablo Carrillo, Jason Foster, and Kimberly 
A. Reed, investigative counsels; Robert Briggs, deputy chief clerk; 
Michael Canty, legislative aide; Leneal Scott, computer systems 
manager; Lisa Smith Arafune, chief clerk; Maria Tamburri, assist- 
ant to chief counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini, systems administrator; 
Phil Schiliro, minority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief 
counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; Kris- 
tin Amerling, minority deputy chief counsel; Paul Weinberger and 
Michael Yang, minority counsels; Ellen Rayner, minority chief 
clerk; and Jean Gosa and Earley Green, minority assistant clerks. 

Mr. Burton. Good morning. Good morning. A quorum being 
present, the Committee on Government Reform will come to order. 
I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ written 
opening statements be included in the record. Without objection, so 
ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits, and extra- 
neous or tabular material referred to be included in the record. 
Without objection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that the binder of exhibits that have 
been prepared for the hearing and shared with minority staff prior 
to the hearing be entered into the record, and without objection, so 
ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in this matter 
proceed under clause 2(g)(2) of House rule 11 and committee rule 
14 in which the chairman and ranking minority member allocate 
time to members of the committee as they deem appropriate for ex- 
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tended questioning not to exceed 60 minutes equally divided be- 
tween majority and minority. Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in the manner 
under consideration proceed under clause 2(g)(2) of House rule 11 
and committee rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member allocate time to committee counsel as they deem appro- 
priate for extended questioning not to exceed 60 minutes divided 
equally between the majority and minority. Without objection, so 
ordered. 

This week we will hold our 3rd and 4th days of hearings with 
the White House’s failure to deal with the e-mail problem and their 
failure to comply with subpoenas. Today we will focus on what was 
happening in the Office of Administration. Tomorrow we will focus 
on what was happening at the White House counsel’s office. 

We just had a 2-week recess, but we’re pushing ahead with this 
investigation. We’re conducting interviews. We’re reviewing docu- 
ments. We’re learning more as we go along. 

We’ve been working on this investigation for a little over 2 
months now, and it’s very interesting to watch how the White 
House behaves in these situations. The White House is behaving 
exactly the way they do when they know they’ve done something 
wrong and they’ve been caught with their hand in the cookie jar. 
They are dusting off all of their old tricks that they used in 1997 
and 1998 during the illegal campaign fundraising investigation. 
They turn over embarrassing documents late on Friday evening. 
They selectively leak problem documents over the weekend. It just 
happened again last weekend. They claim bogus privileges over the 
documents as a stalling tactic. People refuse to be interviewed prior 
to hearings. 

You may not admire their tactics, but you have to admire their 
consistency. 

When we held our first hearing with the Northrop Grumman 
contractors, I tried to put this e-mail problem into context. I went 
through a whole litany of the White House stalling tactics that we 
had endured, refusing to turn over documents until we got fed up 
and scheduled a contempt vote, the failure to turn over the White 
House videotapes, withholding documents in the White House data 
base investigation, claiming false privileges to delay document pro- 
duction. 

Instead of going through the whole laundry list again today, I 
think what I’ll do is let them speak for themselves in their own 
words. A new book has just come out, Truth at Any Cost. It was 
written by a Washington Post reporter and a Time Magazine re- 
porter. They found out a lot about the way the White House oper- 
ated. Herald Ickes, who is the deputy chief of staff, is quoted as 
calling the White House approach a “foot-dragging, screw you atti- 
tude” approach. He apparently said it with a great deal of admira- 
tion. I cleaned up that quote just a little bit for the hearing room. 
But I think you get the picture. 

So they drag their feet, they try to run out the clock, and then 
they blame the investigators for being partisan and taking so long. 

There was another book about the White House written by Eliza- 
beth Drew. She quoted another White House lawyer, Don Goldberg. 
Here’s what he had to say, “it’s an obvious strategy. On the Hill, 
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if you don’t have much to go on, you decry the partisanship, and 
the print reporters will write in the first or second paragraph, and 
the TV stories will begin, ‘In a hearing mired in partisanship,’ and 
then they get to the subject of the hearing and you’ve won. That’s 
Damage Control 101.” 

He goes on to say, “in a hearing, if you’re playing defense, the 
goal is not to get your message out, the goal is to keep the other 
side from getting their message out. Then you’ve won.” 

Well, that may be damage control 101, but it’s not public service 
101 . 

What I don’t understand is why it is that the White House 
spends so much time figuring out how to spin things when the 
facts aren’t on their side and so little time trying to do things right 
in the first place. I’m going to spend more time talking about this 
tomorrow. 

We have four White House lawyers on the schedule to testify: 
former White House Counsel Charles Ruff, former Deputy Counsel 
Cheryl Mills, Mark Lindsay from the Office of Administration, and 
Associate Counsel Dimitri Nionakis. But today we’re going to focus 
on the Office of Administration. 

We’ve reviewed a lot of documents at this point. We’ve inter- 
viewed some people. We haven’t been able to interview others. 
We’re starting to piece together the threads of what was happen- 
ing. Hopefully by the end of this hearing, we’ll have a clearer pic- 
ture. 

Here are a few of the key points that are starting to emerge. 
Point No. 1: The Northrop Grumman employees were threatened. 
This is becoming more and more clear. On March 23, five Northrop 
Grumman employees testified here. They said they were called to 
a meeting right after they discovered that thousands, maybe hun- 
dreds of thousands, of e-mails hadn’t been searched for subpoena 
compliance. They said they were ordered to keep it a secret. They 
said they were ordered not even to tell their supervisors or spouses. 
Some said they were threatened. One said he was told there was 
a jail cell with his name on it. 

The White House officials Laura Callahan or former Laura 
Crabtree, and Mark Lindsay denied all of that. 

On Monday we interviewed a higher-level Northrop Grumman 
supervisor this past Monday, Joseph Lucente. He was three rungs 
up the ladder from the Northrop Grumman employees at the White 
House. In September 1998, he met with three of the contractors 
who were at the meeting with Mrs. Callahan and Mr. Lindsay. 
They had a long discussion about what happened. This was about 
3 months later. So we asked Mr. Lucente, did your employees feel 
threatened? Last Monday he said yes. Were they prevented from 
talking to their superiors? Last Monday he said yes. Were they con- 
cerned that documents weren’t being searched to comply with sub- 
poenas? Last Monday he said yes. So once again, we have contem- 
poraneous testimony that what was — what they said was true. 

Point No. 2: We’re getting more and more evidence that people 
wanted to get this problem fixed, and they couldn’t get anyone to 
approve fixing it. Northrop Grumman was trying to get it fixed. 
Tony Barry was trying to get it fixed. Other people wanted to get 
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it fixed, but they couldn’t get anyone higher up in the food chain 
to approve it. 

We have a whole series of e-mails from Tony Barry. He was frus- 
trated. I’m going to read a couple of the messages. August 13, 1998, 
“as far as I can tell, there is no movement under way to fix the 
problem and recover the lost records from the backup tapes.” Does 
that sound familiar? “I am not at all clear what my role should be. 
I feel that the records must be recreated and any searches need to 
be reperformed if the requestors feel it is necessary. This seems 
like a daunting proposition, but I do not see any other alternative.” 

September 10, 1998, “I am growing increasingly concerned about 
the seeming lack of movement on the Mail2 problem. Do you know 
where the hold up is. We have known about this problem for 4 
months now and not a single record has been passed to ARMS. 
Even worse, the root problem has not been fixed.” 

September 25, 1998, “It has been about 2 weeks since I sent my 
last ‘concerned memo’ regarding the Mail2 problem and I am still 
not seeing any movement on fixing the problem. I need to know, 
for my own sanity, exactly what my role in this project should be.” 

It seems clear that Mr. Barry knew that the Presidential Records 
Act wasn’t being followed, and he was trying to get someone to pay 
attention to it. He was also the guy who was responsible for con- 
ducting e-mail searches when subpoenas came in, and he knew 
they weren’t being done correctly, and he was probably worried 
about that in the compliance with the subpoenas. 

Point No. 3: There was a hearing coming up before the Appro- 
priations Committee in March 1998, and they were not sure how 
to handle it. Mark Lindsay, the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion, testified at that hearing in 1999. The White House e-mail 
problem never came up, but the documents seem to indicate that 
there was a long debate over whether to ask Congress for money 
to fix the problem. If they asked for the money and they got it, 
then they could get the problem fixed. But it was a double-edged 
sword. If they revealed the problem by asking for the money, then 
Congress would know that document requests and subpoenas had 
not been complied with. 

We have a copy of annual e-mail from Karl Heissner, who is here 
today. I hope you’ll put exhibit No. 81 up on the screen. And here’s 
what it says, “while I’ll be glad to write up something related to 
the ‘Information Requests’ channeled to us via White House Coun- 
sel in response to various requests from Congress and litigants 
against the Government, we may not want to call undue attention 
to the issue by bringing the issue to the attention of Congress be- 
cause,” and then the sentence kind of ends. There’s no period. And 
it looks like there may be some words erased there, but it says, We 
may not want to bring the issue to the attention of Congress be- 
cause, and then it kind of drifts off, and then the sentence ends. 

And the next paragraph states, “Last year’s hours consumed by 
SID staff amounts to only over a little over 500, This year’s hours 
consumed so far amounts to only 65, and The level of requests ap- 
pears to be declining.” 

And then he concludes by saying, “Let sleeping dogs lie. . .” I 
think translated that means let’s keep a lid on this, and don’t let 
Congress and the independent counsels know about it. I don’t like 
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the sound of it. When you hear that kind of talk from a political 
appointee, it’s disappointing, but I come to expect it. When I hear 
it from a career employee, something is wrong, so we would like 
to know what Mr. Heissner was talking about here. 

And then there was a lot of back and forth on the talking points 
Mark Lindsay would use if this came up in a hearing. It seems that 
some versions were more candid than others. 

[Exhibit 81 follows:] 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 


CREATOR :Karl H. Heissner ( CN*Karl H. Heissner 


CREATION DATE/TIME: 5-FEB-1999 09:06:49.00 


SUBJECT : i 
TEXT: 


Not*: 

Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction (document attached) 

Issue: Information Requests 

Whil* I'll b* glad to write up something related to the "Information 
Requests" channeled to us via White House Counsel in reponse to various 
re qu»tty if roa^ C qngrass and litigants against the Government, we may not 
want to call undue attention to the issue by bringing the issue to the 
attention of Congress because 

corisuni£d by SID staff amounts to only a little over 500, 
This year's hour* consumed so far amounts to only 65, and 
The level of requests appears to be declining. 

(Let sleeping dogs lie...) 

Kart 


Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction 

Background and Definition of Problem 

In early 1998 Tony Barry, an IS8T Analyst, discovered that some e-mail 
messages he expected to find during a records search failed to show up. 
Further research revealed: 

o Some time during the last 2 years the profiles of at least 420 

Lotus Notes e-mail user databases existing on Server Mail2/E0P were set up 
incorrectly causing some or perhaps all incoming e-mail messages 
originating outside the EOP environment to not be "records managed." As 
best as can be determined the failure began in November/December of 1996. 

"Records management," mandated by law, requires among other things that 
incoming and outgoing e-mail meeting certain criteria to be considered 
"Federal Records" be archived for future retrieval. 

o The problem, that some e-mail messages were not being records 

managed properly, was discovered in February 1998, and Mr. Barry 
immediately notified the Lotus Notes Group (NG-Spriggs/Golas) as well as 
IS8T Management of the problem. 

o In June 1998 the Notes Administrator (NG-Haas) determined that 

only certain e-mail messages received by the Notes Mai 12 Server from 
sources outside the EOP were not being records managed, and identified the 
technical causes for the failure. 
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o Several months went by before the correction was made by Northrop 

Grumman (NS) staff on November 20, 1998. In the interim, the failure to 
records manage certain incoming e-mail messages continued. 


o Lotus Notes Desktop system files appear to have been backed up 

periodically between 1996 and 1998, though a complete tape inventory does 
not currently appear to exist. 

o The process of forwarding "records" subject to Federal Records 

Management rules involves the invokation of undocumented software modules 
written several years ago by a contractor in C++ and Notes Scripts. 

o At the prompting of Tony Barry NG provided IS8T with a proposal 

for the design of a system designed to recover the missing records. The 
title of the 47-page Statement of Work, developed according to the EOP 
SDLC Guidelines, is "Managemer. : S Technical Support for Rapid Application 
Development of Mail2/E0P Records Management Documents Recovery," dated 
October 20, 1998. Following the EOP Systems Development Life Cycle Manual 
to the letter, the approximate cost for the system design is $602,000. 

««« *===*= »*===**= ATTACHMENT 1 =«**====»========== 

4TT CREATION TIME/DATE: • 00:00:00.00 

TEXT: 

Unable to convert ARMS_EXT:£ATTACH.D48JMAIL475661934. 036 to ASCII, 

The following is a HEX DUMP: 

FF575043611MHMNW01GA02810G0O0OO205OOGOQO3C2OQOO0O0020QQ077A8972F159E67F8C066DB 

18D64A777B216475DD2DF4D2AF2909E821A94E5FED227DFA82A8C4596F289542D2DD6C4CC3E4B3 

F69EE7AE7B1CFFD31C69BAB94C8B3167B9D62078C0935953859D9252E2EA5A8DFD197F5E68126A 

2F41E761FCB66DD439C2546266FFF82FDA283F5CF1089C4DDC3D07C274CC84DOD78918BC29EF06 

CDB93F6B6E9BCD72E4E12F12ED6FFEE22833C64F5C5E74D8851CE11E66AE7CB9414EB6245BQ5A7 

3F121B4447E2F8993DEDED725611051FD24FA2AA7CEBB3A1F4508A9E1A9F7B3218376B9ACACF2B 

846F9D4E58BA7E328F08FB16BA72C41 9 71D34F3F2EBC38734E15E1283940CD17F13A9FQ 9884569 

CFB34975A9A4B52D40E2388F1692AA9D5AODE6432BF4D3B49933FA3175577F577783036D21996D 

1E351EDA2FDB2AD1BA93E8EF113ADBD696982D0C32AC66D6508D4961E11C2974F6D59D1766D27C 

3451 6CF182DC7CF493F8B98C3D298F09B293525B646DC9 771 BA06D4918BF 1868831 EF5306951A2 

6E8C4264CBD4AD1 FFCF6097B165F8455AE1 0EB57FC83D641C4EA1F988AB5BCD3DFF988EF227149 

132EBAADD1D529496EC8B25FDC7129BCD6501AFAA3CB5EFE76981EE801A2AE23E7496F4562ECF1 

865780 1CCE78BC4AA73301EQ28E211 6451 1D9E8FE955234806EA71 97 96AB131F5C9D02439A2DFD 

B9AC9CB 089020 D2BOO 000300000000000 0000008230100 00 OCOB0100005A04000 0005501 000000 

4E0000 006505090 009250 1 0 00000 06 OOOOOOB30SOO 00 OB 30 020 000 00280 0000 OB905000 00877 01 03 

00000040000QQ9E1 050000083401 0000801 400000021 06000 008020 1OOQOO0OFOOO0OO35O6OOOO N 

000000000900000000003506000000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000000035 $ 

060000000000090000000000093506000000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000 u 

000035060000000000000000000000003506000000000000000000000000350600000000000000 

000000000035060000000000 000000000000003506000000000000000000000000350600000000 

0000 000000000 00 03506 00 00 00000 00000000000000035 0600000000 0000 OGOOOODO 0000350600 

000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000000003506000000000000000030000000 

350600000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000000003506000000000000000000 

000000350600090 000000000 00000 000 0035060 0000000000 00 000000 00000350600 0000000000 

090000000900350600000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000000003506009000 

0000000000000000003 506000 00 0000000000000000000350600000000000 00 000000000003506 

880000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000080 

003506 0009000000 00 00 00 000 00 000350600000 0000 0000 000 00 000 00 03 50600000 00 0000 00 000 

00000000350600 00 Q94201 000 00 01D0000004406 0000 00984C006F00630 0610 06C002000480050 

0 020 Q04C00610G 730 06 50 0 720 O6A0G6 50 0740 0200 0340020 005Q006C0 0750 07 30 00 0000 00 0OOGG 

00 00 000000 0000 00 000 000000000 0000 OOOOOOOO57494E535O4F4F4COOOOOOOOOOC80OC8OO2CO1 

?rm ?nni?rmcsnoc 8 o 030 ooo oo ooo ooaooooooo oooo ooooooooooooo oo oooooooooooo oo ooooo 
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DOQQOOOOQGOOOOOQOQODOOOOaoOGQOOQODOOQOOOOGOOQOOQOOQOQOOOOOOOOCOQSOOOOOOOOOSOOO 
OOQQOOOflOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOCOOOQOOOQODOOOOOQOOOOOOOOQOQOQOOOQOOQOCQQOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 
QOOOOOOeOOQOOOQGOOQQ8OOCOB01OOOG28OQC81968m8QDQQQOllO9DOQOOO5AOOOBOlOOOOlO36 
OO54OO69OO6DOO65O373QQ2OOO4EQO65GO77OO2OGO52GG6FOQ6D3O61GO6EOGZOQG520O65OO670O 
75006C0C61 00720000 00 QO 0000000 00 QO1OOO2OO58C2G1OOOOOOO40O28OOODOOOOOOOOODOOOOOO 
0000 OGO 000 00 QO0QGOQ1 120200240 OAI ODD 00 OAIOBBOQOQACOOQQ 0330201 00550 03CQ2Q200G208 
3G02010845003E0201 00 02003F02010045004 002020 0020 041 0201 00 4500420201 000200430203 
8Q 1700 44 Q201 8 04S0079423B26CB454526620 082 QG5E0 082007800780 OO8337COG78OOQQ02OOOQ 
44020090030000190004000001 00001 100001 00801 CB000010001000008000640000DDQA208083 
01 040 00300 020021 1QO0DDDDOBOBGQO3O 00 004 0B00DDD3050C00D001 000 1000CQ003CCCCCCF20C 
F249737375653AEO3OOCOQQCOOQOQ8O7QCOOEQEO11CCQQOO0OOO5OO9OC0GEC4B61696C328O5265 
636F6E737472756374696F6EF30CF3D0041 F00Q81500 1300 01800 7D00 20300 0102080728230807 
282302201F00O0CCF20CF24261636B67726F756E6480616E648O446566696E6974696F6E806F66 
8 050726F626C656DF30CF3D004 15000 OCBO 00900 016009B0040500012Q1500DOCC496E806561 72 
6C79803 13939388 054 6 F6 E7 98042 6 1 727 279 ZC8061 6 E8 0495326548041 6 E616C79 7 37 42C808 06 4 
6973636F7665726564807468617480736F6D658065846D61696C806D6573736167657380686580 
65 787 06563746 5 648 07 46FCF6 6 696E6 48 0647 5726 96E6 78 06 18072656 36 F72 6 47380736 56 17263 
6880666 1696C6 5648 0746F8073686F7 780 757 02E808 046757274686572807 265736 56 17 2636880 
7265766561 6C65643ACCCC6FE0300C000 000900807 OCQ0E0536F6D658074696D658O647 572696 E 
6780 7468658 06C6 1737 48032807 9656 17 2738 07 46865807 07 26F66696C6 57380 6F66B06 17 48 06C 
656173748O34323O8O4C6F7475738Q4E6F7465738O65846D61696C8O75736572DO0115OOOOOBOO 
<f9&WoilO0E69ttffirSO0O12OI5OOBO64617461626173657380657B697374696E678O6F6E80536572 
766572804D61696C322F454F5080776572658073657480757080696E636F72726563746C798063 
617573696E6780736F6065806F7280 706 572686 1 7073806 16C6CCF696E636F6D696E678065846D 
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Mr. Burton. We have another e-mail from Mr. Heissner. He’s of- 
fering some edits to the talking points. I’d like to have exhibit 92 
put up on the screen. I hope we can see that. My gosh, it’s small. 
Wonder why we can’t get that stuff blown up. 

At first he basically states, here’s the current — listen to this — at 
first he basically states, here’s the current version of the talking 
points, and then he lists them. Then he states the more nearly ac- 
curate version. The more nearly accurate version. Who is putting 
together inaccurate talking points? And if this is the more nearly 
accurate version, where is the really accurate version? 

[Exhibit 92 follows:] 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR ,K»rl H. Heissner ( CN*Karl H. H.issnar 

CREATION DATE/TIME :24-FEB-1999 12:00:47.00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

TO s Christa Moyle ( CN-Christa Moyle/MMHH 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TEXT t 

Current Version: 

Mail 2 Reconstruction- -Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Reconstruction has beoun through periodic back jp tapes. The estimated 
cost for this project 
is $602,000. 

More Nearly Accurate Version: 

Mail 2 Reconstruction- -Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Tha'ttata ndt“ e#ptor**8’*»ay still exist on server backup tapes taken 
periodically during the 

period when ARMS capture was not working properly. One estimate received 
for the 

developmunt of a system to reconstruct uncaptured e-mail is about 
$600,000. The cost 

estimate for the actual record recovery is expected at completion of the 

development of 

the reconstruction system. 

(Current Status: Awaiting funding and management decision to proceed.] 



Christa Moyle 
02/24/99 10:32:04 AM 
Record Type: Record 


To: Karl H. 

cc: 

Subject: 


Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 


Can you answer what Tony is talking about? 

-- Forwarded by Christa Moyle^ 


AM 


E 3877 


on 02/24/99 10:33 
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02/24/99 07:18.19 AH 


501 


Record Type. Record 


To. Adam F. 
cc s Sea the 
Subjects 


Gre»nstone4HHHV 

distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 


Adam; 

t mad* 2 correction* to 2 of your bullet items. The corrections are in 
blue below. 

Also, No work has been done on the Mail 2 reconstruction as is stated in 
your bullet in red 

below. I would suggest you talk with Karl Heisner for a status. 


Mail 2 Reconstruction--Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

'E-ffUftil system capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 

captured in ARMS, 

Reconstruction has begun through periodic backup tapes. The estimated 
cost for this project 
is $602,000. 


All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction--Pursuant to the Armstrong litigation. 
752 complete. Last 

25% to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so far is $4.5 
million. Estimated further 
cost for completion is $650,000. 

Message Copied 

To.* _____ 

James B. Wright/< — 

Timothy L. FullerA0MHI 
Terrence J. MisichJBHMI 
signtan_c 3 al 3 cd 3 Ingtwy 
Dorothy E. Cleal>l 
Christa Moyle| 
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RECORD TYPE* FEDERAL (NOTES MAID 
CREATOR: Christs Hoyle ( CN=Christa 
CREATION DATE/TIME :24-FEB-1999 18:33:58.00 
SUBJECT:: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

TOiKsrI 8. Heissner C CN=Karl H. Heissner/||MMMIIMIMHMr 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

Can you answer what Tony is talking about? 

Forwarded by Christa hcyle^BHHP on 82/24/99 10:33 
AH 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

02/24/99 07:18:19 AH 

Record Type: Record 

To: Adam F. Greenstone^HHW 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

Adamj 

X made 2 corrections to 2 of your bullet items. The corrections are in 
blue below. 

Also, No work has been done on the Mail 2 reconstruction as is stated in 
your bullet in red 

below. I would suggest you talk with Karl Heisnar for a status. 


Mail 2 Reconstruction-“Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals ), some White House and 0PD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Reconstruction has begun through periodic backup tapes. The estimated 
cost for this project 
is $602,000. 


All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction- -Pursuant to the Armstrong litigation, 
75% complete, Last 

25% to ba completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so far is $4.5 
million. Estimated further 
cost for completion is $650,000, 

Message Copied 

To: 

James B. Wright^ 

Timothy L. Fuller| 

Terrence J. Misich/J 


sigman^HM 
Dorothy E. Cleal| 
Christa Moyle^ 


E 3945 
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Mr. Burton. The bigger, more important question is why didn’t 
the White House just come clean and tell Congress about the prob- 
lem as well as the independent counsels? Now, Karl Heissner was 
not the decisionmaker in all this. I don’t know him. We haven’t 
been able to interview him. I’m just going to assume that he’s a 
great human being and a dedicated public servant, but there are 
some serious issues here that need to be addressed. There was a 
lot going on, and we need to understand it. 

Point No. 4: The White House counsel’s office got a second brief- 
ing on the e-mail problem. During the last hearings we held, we 
learned that Mr. Ruff got a briefing on the e-mail problem from 
Mark Lindsay on June 19, 1998. We talked to Mr. Ruff. We’ve had 
testimony from Beth Nolan. We’ve been told there was a dis- 
connect. Mr. Ruff and the counsel’s office did not understand how 
serious the problem was. Get that. Subpoenas have been issued by 
our committee, by other committees and the independent counsels, 
but they didn’t understand how serious all these missing e-mails 
were. 

Last week we interviewed Michael Lyle. He’s now the director of 
the Office of Administration. He moved up to Mark Lindsay’s job 
when Mark Lindsay got a promotion. Mr. Lyle told us that there 
was a second briefing for the counsel’s office, but that was news to 
us. He stated that in the spring of 1999, he was informed of the 
second e-mail problem, the letter D problem. He told Mark Lindsay 
about it. Mark Lindsay told him that he had briefed the counsel’s 
office. Who did he talk to at the counsel’s office? We don’t know yet. 
Mr. Lindsay will be back tomorrow, and we’ll ask him, but the 
point is there was a second briefing in less than a year, and still 
no action was taken to correct the problem, to inform Congress or 
the Justice Department or the independent counsels. 

So there’s a second briefing, you know, and they still didn’t tell 
anybody about it. Was there a second disconnect? Did the counsel’s 
office understand the second time around and just decide not to do 
anything about it? Those are questions I hope we can resolve to- 
morrow. 

Let me end up by concluding in my opening statement that for 
almost 2 years the White House knew that the subpoenas weren’t 
being complied with, and nothing was done about it until it ap- 
peared on the front page of the Washington Times and my commit- 
tee started interviewing people. Somebody should be accountable 
for that. 

You know, Richard Nixon was run out of office for I 8 V 2 minutes 
of tapes. We had a President run out of office because of the miss- 
ing tapes, 18 'A minutes. Here we have hundreds of thousands of 
e-mails, and the White House has stonewalled the Justice Depart- 
ment, the Congress, several independent counsels, all of whom 
were interested in what might be in those e-mails, and not only did 
the White House know about them, but they covered it up over the 
past 2 years. And there was not just one meeting about this, there 
were two meetings at different times. 

The American people ought to be outraged. If Richard Nixon was 
run out of office for 18 minutes of tapes, what does that mean 
about the media and the reporting of all this when we’re talking 
about hundreds of thousands of e-mails? And the White House is 
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now saying, well, it may take 6 or 8 months for them to get a con- 
tractor to get all this whipped into shape. We believe in a matter 
of weeks we can hire a contractor to pick out specific words and 
names and get these e-mails, the ones that are relevant to various 
investigations, to the various independent counsels, the Justice De- 
partment and our committee in a short period of time. 

But the White House has said they’ve hired contractors and it’s 
going to take 6 to 8 months. Do you know when the election is? It’s 
in November. So they are going to try to once again run out the 
clock. 

Mr. Heissner and Mr. Lyle, I want to thank you for being here. 
I’m sure you’d rather be someplace else; however, I hope you will 
be direct and straightforward and try to help us understand what’s 
going on. 

We’ll also hear from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben on 
our second panel. We have a number of questions for Mr. Raben 
about the Justice Department’s role in these matters and subpoe- 
nas we’ve issued for Justice Department documents. I hope we can 
make some headway with Mr. Raben today. 

I now yield to Mr. Waxman. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:] 
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Opening Statement 
Chairman Dan Burton 
Committee on Government Reform 

“Missing White House E-Mails: Mismanagement of Subpoenaed Records” 

May 3, 2000 


Good morning. 

This week, we will hold our third and fourth days of hearings into the White House’s 
failure to deal with the e-mail problem, and their failure to comply with subpoenas. Today, we 
will focus on what was happening in the Office of Administration. Tomorrow, we will focus on 
what was happening at the White House Counsel’s Office. 

We’ve just had a two-week recess, but we’re pushing ahead with this investigation. 
We’re conducting interviews. We’re reviewing documents. We’re learning more as we go 
along. 


We’ve been working on this investigation for a little over two months now. And it’s very 
interesting to watch how the White House behaves in these situations. The White House is 
behaving exactly the way they do when they know they’ve done something wrong, and they’ve 
been caught with their hand in the cookie jar. They’re dusting off all of their old tricks that they 
used in 1997 and 1998 during the illegal fundraising investigation: 

• They turn over embarrassing documents late on Friday evening. 

• They selectively leak problem documents over the weekend. It happened just last 
weekend. 

• They claim bogus privileges over documents as a stalling tactic. 

• People refuse to be interviewed prior to hearings. 

You may not admire their tactics, but you have to admire their consistency. 

When we held our first hearing with the Northrop Grumman contractors, I tried to put this 
e-mail problem into context. I went through a whole litany of the White House stalling tactics 
we had endured: 

• Refusing to turn over documents until we got fed up and scheduled a contempt vote. 

• The failure to turn over the White House videotapes. 

• Withholding documents in the White House database investigation. 

• Claiming false privileges to delay document production. 
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Instead of going through the whole laundry list again today, I think what I’ll do is let 
them speak for themselves — in their own words. A new book has come out, “Truth at Any 
Cost.” It was written by a Washington Post reporter and a Time Magazine reporter. They found 
out a lot about the way the White House operated. Harold Ickes, who was the Deputy Chief of 
Staff, is quoted as calling the White House approach a "foot dragging, screw you attitude. ” He 
apparently said it with a great deal of admiration. I cleaned up that quote a little bit because it 
was too vulgar for this hearing room, but I think you get the picture. 

So they drag their feet, they try to run out the clock, and then they blame the investigators 
for being partisan and taking so long. There was another book about the White House written by 
Elizabeth Drew. She quoted another White House lawyer, Don Goldberg. Here’s what he had to 
say: 


"It ’s an obvious strategy. On the Hill, if you don 't have much to go on, you decry 
the partisanship, and the print reporters will write in the first or second 
paragraph, and the TV stories will begin, ‘In a hearing mired in partisanship, ’ 
and then they get to the subject of the hearing and you 've won. That 's Damage 
Control 101. ’’ 

He goes on to say: 

"In a hearing, if you’re playing defense, the goal is not to get your message out, 
the goal is to keep the other side from getting their message out. Then you ’ve 
won. ” 

Well, that may be “Damage Control 101,” but it’s not “Public Service 101.” 

What I don’t understand is, why is it that this White House spends so much time figuring 
out how to spin things when the facts aren’t on their side, and so little time trying to do things 
right in the first place? 

I’m going to spend more time talking about this tomorrow. We have four White House 
lawyers on the schedule to testify — Former White House Counsel Charles Ruff — Former 
Deputy Counsel Cheryl Mills — Mark Lindsay from the Office of Administration — and 
Associate Counsel Dimitri Nionakis. But today we’re going to focus on the Office of 
Administration. 

We’ve reviewed a lot of documents at this point. We’ve interviewed some people. We 
haven’t been able to interview others. We’re starting to piece together the threads of what was 
happening. Hopefully, by the end of this hearing, we’ll have a clearer picture. 
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Here are a few of the key points that are starting to emerge: 

Point #1 : The Northrop Grumman employees were threatened. 

This is becoming more and more clear. On March 23, five Northrop Grumman 
employees testified here. They said they were called to a meeting right after they discovered that 
thousands — maybe hundreds of thousands — of e-mails hadn’t been searched for subpoena 
compliance. They said they were ordered to keep it a secret. They said they were ordered not 
even to tell their supervisors or spouses. Some said they were threatened. One said he was told 
that there was a jail cell with his name on it. 

The White House officials, Laura Callahan and Mark Lindsay, denied all of that. 

On Monday, we interviewed a higher-level Northrop-Grumman supervisor — Joseph 
Lucente. He was three rungs up the ladder from the Northrop Grumman employees at the White 
House. In September 1998, he met with three of the contractors who were at the meeting with 
Ms. Callahan and Mr. Lindsay. They had a long discussion about what happened — this was 
about three months later. 

So we asked Mr. Lucente: 

• Did your employees feel threatened? He said yes. 

• Were they prevented from talking to their superiors? He said yes. 

• Were they concerned that documents weren’t being searched to comply with subpoenas? 
He said yes. 

So once again, we have contemporaneous testimony that what they said was true. 

Point #2: We're getting more and more evidence that people wanted to get this problem fixed. 
and they couldn’t get anyone to approve fixing it. 

Northrop Grumman was trying to get it fixed. Tony Barry was trying to get it fixed. 

Other people wanted to fix it. But they couldn’t get anyone higher up the food chain to approve 
it. 

We have a whole series of e-mails from Tony Barry. He was frustrated. I’m going to 
read from a couple of his messages: 

• August 13, 1998: “As far as lean tell, there is no movement under way to fix the 
problem and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. ... Iam not at all clear what 
my role should be. 1 feel that the records must be re-created and any searches need to be 
re-performed if the requestors feel it is necessary... This seems like a daunting 
proposition but I do not see any other alternative. ” 
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• September 10, 1998: "I am growing increasingly concerned about the seeming lack of 
movement on the Mail2 problem. Do you know where the hold up is. We have known 
about this problem for 4 months now and not a single record has been passed to ARMS ... 
even worse, the root problem has not been fixed. ” 

• September 25, 1998: “It has been about 2 weeks since I sent my last 'concerned memo ’ 
regarding the mail2 problem and lam still not seeing any movement on fixing the 
problem. I need to know, for my own sanity, exactly what my role in this project should 
be. ’’ 

It seems clear that Mr. Barry knew that the Presidential Records Act wasn’t being 
followed, and he was trying to get someone to pay attention to it. He was also the guy who was 
responsible for conducting e-mail searches when subpoenas came in — and he knew they weren’t 
being done correctly — and he was probably worried about that. 

Point #3: There was a hearing coming up before the Appropriations Committee in March 1999. 
and they were not sure how to handle it. 

Mark Lindsay, the Director of the Office of Administration, testified at that hearing in 
1999. The White House e-mail problem never came up. But the documents seem to indicate that 
there was a long debate over whether to ask Congress for money to fix the problem. If they 
asked for the money, and got it, then they could get the problem fixed. But it was a double- 
edged sword. If they revealed the problem, then Congress would know that document requests 
and subpoenas had not been complied with. 

We have a copy of an e-mail from Karl Heissner, who is here today. Please put Exhibit 
81 up on the screen. Here’s what it says: 

“While I’ll be glad to write up something related to the 'Information Requests ' 
channeled to us via White House Counsel in response to various requests from 
Congress and litigants against the Government, we may not want to call undue 
attention to the issue by bringing the issue to the attention of Congress 
because... " 

And then the sentence ends. Then the next paragraph states: 

“Last year ’s hours consumed by SID staff amounts to only a little over 500. This 
year s hours consumed so far amounts to only 65, and the level of requests apears 
to be declining. " 

And then he concludes by saying: 
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“(Let sleeping dogs lie...) ” 

Well, I don’t like the sound of that. When I hear that kind of talk from a political 
appointee, it’s disappointing, but I’ve come to expect it. When I hear it from a career employee, 
something’s wrong. So we’d like to know what Mr. Heissner was talking about here. 

And then there was a lot of back and forth on the talking points Mark Lindsay would use 
if this came up at the hearing. It seems that some versions were more candid than others. We 
have another e-mail from Mr. Heissner. He’s offering some edits to the talking points. I’d like 
to have exhibit 92 on the screen. 

At first he basically states, here’s the "Current Version " of the talking points, and then he 
lists it. Then he states, here’s the “More Nearly Accurate Version. ’’ Well, who’s putting 
together inaccurate talking points? And if this is the “More nearly accurate version, " where’s 
the really accurate version? 

The bigger, more important question is, why didn’t the White House just come clean and 
tell Congress about the problem. 

Now Karl Heissner was not the decision maker in all of this. I don’t know him. We 
haven’t been able to interview him. I’m just going to assume that he’s a great human being and a 
dedicated public servant. But there are some serious issues here that need to be addressed. There 
was a lot going on, and we need to understand it. 

Point #4: The White House Counsel’s Office got a second briefing on the e-mail problem. 

During the last hearings we held, we learned that Mr. Ruff got a briefing on the e-mail 
problem from Mark Lindsay on June 19, 1998. We’ve talked to Mr. Ruff. We’ve had testimony 
from Beth Nolan. We’ve been told that there was a “disconnect.” Mr. Ruff and the Counsel’s 
office didn’t understand how serious the problem was. 

Last week, we interviewed Mark Lyle. He’s now the Director of the Office of 
Administration. He moved up into Mark Lindsay’s job when Mark Lindsay got a promotion. 

Mr. Lyle told us that there was a second briefing for the Counsel’s office. That was news to us. 

He stated that in the spring of 1999, he was informed of the second e-mail problem — the 
“Letter D” problem. He told Mark Lindsay about it. Mark Lindsay told him that he had briefed 
the Counsel’s office. 

Who did he talk to? We don’t know yet. Mr. Lindsay will be back tomorrow, and we’ll 
ask him. But the point is, there was a second briefing in less than a year, and still no action was 
taken to correct the problem, to inform the Congress, or to inform the Justice Department or the 
Independent Counsel. 
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Was there a second disconnect? 

Did the Counsel’s office understand it the second time around and just decide not to do 
anything about it? Those are questions I hope we can resolve tomorrow. 

That concludes my opening statement. I just want to say this. For almost two years, the 
White House knew that subpoenas weren’t being complied with, and nothing was done about it 
until it appeared on the front page of the Washington Times, and until my Committee started 
interviewing people. Somebody should be held accountable for that. 

In the Watergate investigation in 1974, there were eighteen minutes of missing tapes. 
Richard Nixon was run out of office over 18 minutes of missing tapes. Here we have hundreds 
of thousands of missing e-mails. Not 18. Hundreds of thousands. That’s something that I think 
the American people ought to be outraged about, and it’s something I think we should get some 
straight answers about. 

Mr. Heissner, Mr. Lyle, thank you for being here today. I’m sure that you’d rather be 
someplace else. However, I hope that you’ll be direct and straightforward and try to help us 
understand what was going on. 

We will also hear from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben on our second panel. 
We have a number of questions for Mr. Raben about the Justice Department’s role in this matter, 
and subpoenas we’ve issued for Justice Department documents. I hope we can make some 
headway with Mr. Raben today. 

I now yield to Mr. Waxman for his opening statement. 


Page -6- 



511 


Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, in the spirit of trying to expedite 
these hearings, I won’t make an opening statement, certainly no- 
where near the opening statement the length of that which you 
just delivered, but I do want to point out before we begin that your 
opening statement was filled with inaccuracies, omissions, that I 
think distort the facts of the issue before us today. And I was taken 
aback by your close because not only are you rewriting the events 
with regard to the White House e-mails, you have rewritten history 
with regard to why Richard Nixon was impeached by the House 
and forced to resign. It was not because of 18 minutes of missing 
tape. 

I know that there are many people who are disappointed you 
can’t run this President out of the White House, because the Con- 
stitution requires you have a reason to do it more than the fact 
that you dislike him enormously. 

I look forward to the testimony of our witnesses today. I want us 
to get the facts, and then we’ll see what conclusions we can draw 
from the facts. What we’ve heard were a lot of conclusions, and I 
know you’re trying to see if the facts will fit your conclusions, but 
let’s evaluate it on the testimony we’re to receive. I look forward 
to hearing from our witnesses. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll now welcome our first panel to the witness 
table, Carl Heissner and Michael Lyle. Would you please stand and 
raise your right hands, please. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Do either one of you have an opening statement? 
Mr. Heissner, you want to start? 

STATEMENT OF KARL HEISSNER, BRANCH CHIEF FOR SYS- 
TEMS INTEGRATION AND DEVELOPMENT, EXECUTIVE OF- 
FICE OF THE PRESIDENT, OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Heissner. I have an opening statement which I delivered to 
the committee yesterday which is included in your record. I don’t 
think it’s necessary for me to read it unless you wish me to. 

Mr. Burton. You want to let your prepared statement speak for 
itself? 

Mr. Heissner. Correct, sir. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Heissner follows:] 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON, IX C. 20503 


May 3, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton, 

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, 

Ranking Minority Member 
And Committee Members 
Committee on Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Subject: Opening Statement of Karl Heissner 

My name is Karl H. Heissner. I am currently a Computer Specialist and serving in the Systems 
Integration and Development Branch (SID) of the Information Systems & Technology Division 
(IS&T), of the Office of Administration (OA) in the Executive Office of the President (EOP). I 
have been subpoenaed to testify before this Committee regarding my knowledge of the problem 
involving some non-records managed e-mail to the White House. 

Mv background as a Federal Employee of 25 years 

I began my Federal Government career as a computer specialist in September of 1975 when I 
was hired by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) to support their Budget Preparation 
System (BPS). I am proud to have served the Federal Government during the Ford, Carter, 
Reagan, Bush, and Clinton Administrations. The Office of Administration (OA) was formed 
during the Carter Administration and OMB's Information Systems staff was transferred to a 
similar office within OA to continue to perform its supportive functions. I was responsible for a 
small team consisting of government and contractor staff. Our mission was to provide full 
technical software support of BPS during the FY77 through FY94 budget seasons. This was a 
period of technical challenges, opportunities, and great personal satisfaction. 

OMB decided to turn to contractors for the support of its budget systems, and IS&T's OMB 
systems support staff was reassigned to other tasks. I was given the responsibility to serve as 
IS&T's Database Administrator (DBA), again a technical task whose objective was the orderly 
and efficient deployment of relational databases at the EOP Data Center, including OMB’s MAX 
database designed to replace the aging BPS, and the White House Office Database (WhoDB) 
under development at that time. 

In 1996 I was asked by the then Associate Director for IS&T, Charles Benjamin, to fill the 
vacant position of Branch Chief of the Systems Integration and Development (SID) Branch. 
While my inclinations and interests were more in the area of performing detailed technical tasks 
than in managing a staff of computer specialists, I agreed to undertake this new assignment. I 
served in that capacity until last year when I returned to the more technical areas of DB2 
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Database Administration and providing technical direction to contractors performing DBA 
support tasks. 

Recent Years 


The work environment in IS&T has become more difficult and stressful in recent years, a trend 
which began with the 25% White House staff cut in 1992 or 1993. IS&T lost about 30% of its 
staff. The 1990's saw more than 1 1 changes in the position of the Associate Director for IS&T 
including one term in which I was asked to serve as the acting director. These constant changes 
in leadership styles and management approaches have had a deleterious effect upon the 
organization and its staff. During that time period the organization needed to respond to fast 
paced changes in information technology. We changed from a mainframe based, centralized 
architecture to a server based, less centralized web-centric architecture. The lack of continuity of 
leadership, shortage of staff and funding, as well as ever increasing demands for new systems 
and support created inordinate pressures on the organization and its people. Some responded by 
working harder, longer hours without seeing the pressures diminish. Some good and very 
competent individuals simply left. 

Additional Demands on IS&T Staff 

Beginning in FY 1996 and continuing through 1998 IS&T and particularly SID staff members 
found their work load increased by becoming involved in work responding to a GAO audit of the 
White House Office Database (WhoDB) and numerous subpoenas and information requests from 
Congress and others. This work, calling for careful and detailed analysis of requirements and the 
careful development of software to perform retrieval of data from the WhoDB database, 
disrupted normal support operations during that period. The activity peaked in FY97 when by a 
conservative estimate over 3,000 hours were spent by IS&T staff responding to information 
requests. My own share amounted to over 1,000 hours during that year. A significant added 
demand on the resources of our office was the Y2K problem which involved almost all IS&T 
staff members. 

Conclusion 


I hope that I can provide the Committee the answers to whatever questions it may have. 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Lyle. 

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL LYLE, DIRECTOR, EXECUTIVE 

OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. Lyle. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do not have a written 
opening statement that I submitted, but I do want to emphasize to 
you that I have cooperated with your committee, as has my staff. 
I participated in an almost 4-hour interview with five of our attor- 
neys before I came here to this committee to testify here again, and 
I’m prepared to answer any questions that you may have in an ef- 
fort to cooperate in this matter. 

I know that my staff members — at least 10, maybe 12 members 
of my staff have also been requested for interviews, and I know 
they are working with your attorneys to do that. So I want to em- 
phasize to you that we are working and endeavoring to cooperate 
with you as best we can. 

Mr. Burton. Does that conclude your opening statement? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

Mr. Heissner, I appreciate that you aren’t a political appointee. 
This isn’t easy, and I want to thank you for being here. We were 
hoping you would be available for an interview before this hearing, 
but evidently he was not available for a interview; is that correct? 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, could I ask you to identify the third 
party at the table, who he is, if he’s representing somebody? 

Mr. Burton. Are you the legal counsel for Mr. Heissner? 

Mr. Zwerling. My name is John Zwerling, and I’m legal counsel 
for Mr. Heissner. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Heissner evidently was not available for ques- 
tioning by the counsel for the committee. 

Let’s get right to the questions. Sometime in November 1998, you 
were given the responsibilities of managing phase 2 of the Mail2 
project; is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. A number of us that were in- 
volved or had responsibilities related to the particular issue met, 
and it was agreed that the responsibility for the recovery, for devel- 
oping the software to perform the recovery of un-records-managed 
records would be the responsibility of the Systems Integration and 
Development Branch, which I was heading at the time. 

Mr. Burton. That was in November 1998? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. What was phase 2 of the Mail2 project? 

Mr. Heissner. When you take a look at the record, there are a 
number of phases, Is, 2s, and 3s. I believe in that instance the 
phase 2 was understood to be the development of an application of 
software, of a system that would take the backup tapes that had 
been taken over previous months and years, would take those 
backup tapes and bring them back onto a computer and then ex- 
tract from the data that was restored the e-mail messages which 
had not been records managed. 

Mr. Burton. Was it not also to make sure that future incoming 
e-mails were archived? 
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Mr. Heissner. That particular project would not address ensur- 
ing that future records would be archived. That was a separate 
process. 

Mr. Burton. The White House took steps to meet its legal obli- 
gations to produce documents only after this committee began to 
investigate. Why did Congress have to hold hearings to get the 
White House to give us that information, to do the right thing? 

Mr. Heissner. I have no knowledge of the rationale behind that, 
sir. 

Mr. Burton. You were the chief technician. Did you ever feel 
frustrated that the White House didn’t do anything in 1998 or 1999 
to comply with our subpoenas and give us the information? 

Mr. Heissner. I have — it’s difficult for me to imagine that we 
didn’t comply with subpoenas. At the time the recovery of the 
records was a responsibility of mine, and at the time my concerns 
were that we develop an application that would recover the data. 
The concern subsequently became to make sure that the backup 
tapes which had been taken were not being recycled or reused so 
that the data eventually could be recovered. 

Mr. Burton. Eventually? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you feel that a lot of effort was being made to 
solve the problem in 1999? 

Mr. Heissner. By 1999, the problem of those 400, 500 accounts 
which had not been encoded properly, and therefore the incoming 
e-mail that was coming from outside the complex had not been 
records-managed, had been corrected. At the time the contractor 
staff, the Northrup Grumman staff, was involved in developing 
some software that would make sure that the system functioned 
properly, and there would be no more non-records-managed e- 
mails. 

Mr. Burton. Can you tell me why it took congressional hearings 
to force the White House to make an effort to solve the e-mail prob- 
lem? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir, I can’t. 

Mr. Burton. Put up exhibit 81 on the screen, please. 

Before we get that, Mr. Lyle, can you tell me why it took congres- 
sional hearings to force the White House to make an effort to solve 
the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t believe it took congressional hearings to have 
the White House solve any e-mail problems, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Why wasn’t Congress notified about the e-mail 
problem? Why didn’t we get any of the information we subpoenaed? 
And why didn’t the independent counsel, and why didn’t the Jus- 
tice Department? 

Mr. Lyle. I’m not aware of the communications that occurred be- 
tween the White House counsel’s office and this committee relative 
to 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t know anything about the subpoenas we 
sent for all kinds of information involving a number of investiga- 
tions? 

Mr. Lyle. Sir, I joined the Executive Office of the President in 
November 1998, so I have no personal knowledge. 
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Mr. Burton. Did you have any communication at all with the 
counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lyle. During what timeframe, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Since you were hired. 

Mr. Lyle. Certainly I had communications with White House 
counsel, yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You knew there was an e-mail problem. Did they 
ever — you talked to them about the e-mail problem, didn’t you? 

Mr. Lyle. My most vivid recollection of learning about the e- 
Mail2 problem that you’re referring to was in around April 1999 in 
connection, as you mentioned in your opening statement, with the 
letter D issue. That’s in the context of that particular discussion. 

Mr. Burton. Did you talk to the counsel’s office at all about the 
e-mail problem, anybody in the counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lyle. I have had communications. 

Mr. Burton. If you talked to people in the counsel’s office, did 
they say anything about subpoenaed documents from any of the 
independent counsels or our committee or Justice? 

Mr. Lyle. There was a briefing I participated in in January of 
this year, January 2000, where I discussed that issue, sir. 

Mr. Burton. When did you come to work for them? 

Mr. Lyle. I joined in November 1998. 

Mr. Burton. When did you assume the position that you have? 

Mr. Lyle. I assumed that position on January 30 of this year. 

Mr. Burton. But you were involved in the e-mail problem when? 

Mr. Lyle. The e-Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lyle. I learned about it, as I said, in about April 1999 in 
connection with, as I recall, the letter D problem. 

Mr. Burton. That’s a year ago. And you communicated with the 
counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You did not communicate with counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lyle. I did not. 

Mr. Burton. They knew about the e-mail problem. Did they not 
talk to you about it at all? 

Mr. Lyle. I conveyed — as you said in your opening statement, I 
conveyed the information concerning the letter D issue to my supe- 
rior Mark Lindsay, who spoke to counsel’s office. 

Mr. Burton. Put up exhibit 81 on the screen. 

This document was produced to the committee by the White 
House after our first two hearings on the subject and 3 weeks past 
the due date of our subpoenas. As usual the White House sent it 
to us late on a Friday night. It appears to be an e-mail from you, 
Mr. Heissner, but the document lists no recipient. It’s dated Feb- 
ruary 5, 1998, and there two lines labeled “Issue.” One reads, 
“Mail2 Reconstruction.” The other reads, “Information Requests.” 
Who was the original recipient of this e-mail? 

Mr. Heissner. Sir, I think exhibit 82 shows to whom this e-mail 
was sent. The copy that you’re looking at in exhibit 81 was a result 



517 


of pressing the send key before I had entered the subject and recip- 
ient. That happened at 9:06 on February 5th. On exhibit 82 is the 
message that actually was sent to Mrs. Cleal at 9:08, and it has 
the recipient, and it has a subject line. 

[Exhibit 82 follows:] 
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RECORD TYPEs FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR: Karl H. Heissner ( CN*Karl H. Heissner^ 
CREATION DATE/TIHE: 5-FEB-1999 09:08:96,00 
SUBJECT:! Issue Papers for Appropriations Hearing 


TO: Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN=Dorothy E. Cleal/< 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 


09:07 AH 


Forwarded by Karl H. Heissner/| 


on 02/05/99 


Karl H. Heissner 
02/05/99 09:06:23 AM 
Record Type: Record 

To: 

eet 

Subject : 


Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction (document attached) 

Issue: Information Requests 

While 1*11 be glad to write up something related to the "Information 
Requests" channeled to us via White House Counsel in reponse to various 
requests from Congress and litigants against the Government, we nay not 
want to call undue attention to the issue by bringing the issue to the 
attention of Congress because 

Last year's hours consumed by SID staff amounts to only a little over 500, 
This year's hours consumed so far amounts to only 65, and 
The level of requests appears to be declining. 

(Let sleeping dogs lie...) 

Karl 


Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction 


E 3865 


Background and Definition of Problem 

In early 1998 Tony Barry, an IS8T Analyst, discovered that some e-mail 
messages he expected to find during a records search failed to show up. 
Further research revealed: 

o Some time durinq the last 2 years the profiles of at least 920 
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Lotus Notes e-mail user databases existing on Server Hail2/E0P ware set up 
incorrectly causing some or perhaps ell incoming e-mail messages 
originating outside the EOP environment to not be "record* managed." A* 
best as cen be determined the failure began in November/Decembar of 1996. 

"Records management," mandated by law, requires among other things that 
incoming end outgoing e-mail meeting certain criteria to be considered 
"Federal Record*" be archived for future retrieval. 

o Tha problam, that some e-mail messages were not being records 

managed properly, was discovered in February 1998, and Mr. Barry 
immediately notified the Lotus Notes Group (NG-Spriggs/Golas) as well as 
IS8T Management of the problem. 

o In June 1998 the Notes Administrator (NG-Haas) determined that 

only certain e-mail messages received by the Notes MaiI2 Server from 
sources outside the EOP ware not being records managed, and identified the 
technical causes for the failure. 

o Several months went by before the correction was made by Northrop 

Grumman (NG) staff on November 20, 1998. In the interim, the failure to 
records manage certain incoming e-mail messages continued. 

o Lotus Notes Desktop system files appear to have been backed up 

periodically between 1996 and 1998, though a complete tape inventory does 
not currently appear to exist. 

0. - ‘, process trf -forwarding "records" subject to Federal Records 
Management rules involves the invokation of undocumented software modules 
written several years ago by a contractor in C++ and Notes Scripts. 

o At the prompting of Tony Barry NG provided IS&T with a proposal 

for the design of a system designed to recover the missing records. The 
title of the 4?-page Statement of Work, developed according to the EOP 
SDLC Guidelines, is "Management 8 Technical Support for Rapid Application 
Development of Mail2/E0P Records Management Documents Recovery," dated 
October 20, 1998. Following the EOP Systems Development Life Cycle Manual 
to the letter, the approximate cost for the system design is $602,000. 


*==**=**==s=»®=*==== ATTACHMENT 1 ====== 

ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00 


TEXT! 

Unable to convert ARMS_£XT : (ATTACH . D01MAIL47786193C . 056 to ASCII, 

The following is a HEX DUMP: 

FF575D>4361O60OOaOlOAO2OlOOODOOOZO5OOQOOO3C2OOOOQOOOZOOOO77A8972F159E67F8CO66DB 
18D64A777B216475DD2DF4D2AF2909E821A94E5FED227DFA82A8C4596F28954ZD2DD6C4CC3E4B3 
F69EE7AE781CFFD31C69DAB94C8B3167B9D62078C0935953859D9252E2EA5A8DFD197F5E68126A 
2F<«lE761FCB660D £ t39C2546266FFF82FDA2B3F5CFlQ8904DDC3DD7C274CC84D00789i8BC29EF06 
CDB93F636E9BCB72E4E12F12ED6FFEE22833C64F5C5E74D8851CE11E66AE7CB9414EB6245B05A7 
3F121B4^7E2F8993DEDED725611051FD29FA2AA7CEBB3A1FA508A9E1A9F7B3218376B9ACACF2B 
846F9D4E58DA7E328F08FB16BA72C41971D34F3F2EDC38734E15EL283940CD17F13A9F09884569 
CFB34975A9A4B52E40E2388F1692AA9D5A0DE6432BF4D3B49933FA31 75577F577783036D21996D 
1E351EDA2FDI2AD1BA93E8EF1 13ADBD696982D0C3ZAC66D6508D4961E11C2974F6D59D1766D27C 
3451 6CF182DC7CF493F8B98C30298F09B293525B646DC97 7 1BA0634918DF 1868831 EF5306951A2 
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6E8C4264CBD4AD1FFCF6097B165F8455AE1 0EB57FC83D641C4EA1F938AB5BCB3DFF98BEFZ27149 
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6973636F766 57265648074686 17480736F6D658065846D61696C806D6573 736 167 6 57 380686580 
65787 06 56374656480 746FCF66696E6480647572696E6 78061 80726 5636F72647380736561 7263 
6B836661696C65648O746F8O73686F778O757Q2E8Q8O46757274686572807265736561 72636880 
726576 65616C65643ACCCC6FE0300CO 00000 00 080 70COOE0536F6D658074696D6580647572696E 
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656 1737480343230804C6F7 475738 0 4E6F746573806 5846D61 696C8075736572D0Q 1 150000 OBOO 
09000 1100E60 09 OAO 001 20 150CD06 46 17461 6261 7365738065786 973 74696E67806F6E80536 572 
766572804D61696C322F454F5080776572658073657480757080696E636F72726563746C798063 
61 7573696E6780736F6D65806F7280 7 06572686 1707380616C6CCF696E636F6D696E678065846D 
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8070726F626C656D2C8074686I7480736F6D658065846D61696C806D6573736167657380776572 
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6 2727561 7 2? 980313939382C80616E64804D722E8 04261 727279806 96D6D6 56469 6 174656C7 980 
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2C80 3 13 9 39382E8080496E8074686 580 69 6E746 57 26 96D2C80 74686580666 1696C7 57265807 46F 
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Mr. Burton. Was that the original recipient; Ms. Cleal? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. In the e-mail system, we have — it’s 
possible — it’s a flaw in the system. It’s possible to send an e-mail 
which has no recipient. 

Mr. Burton. Why is the recipient not listed on that document? 

Mr. Heissner. Because it was a mistake. I pressed the send key 
before I entered the recipient’s name. 

Mr. Burton. It was a mistake? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you send a blind carbon copy of this e-mail to 
anyone? 

Mr. Heissner. Not to my knowledge, sir, no. 

Mr. Burton. Not to your knowledge? 

Mr. Heissner. I can’t tell by looking at this, sir, but I’m sure I 
didn’t send a blind copy to anyone. 

Mr. Burton. You’re sure you didn’t send a blind copy to anyone? 

Mr. Heissner. I can’t be totally sure without looking at the origi- 
nal. 

Mr. Burton. It’s pretty important, because you may have sent 
one to the counsel’s office or something. We just want to know. Did 
you send a copy to anybody besides her? 

Mr. Heissner. To the best of my knowledge, no, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Do you know how many times we’ve heard “I can’t 
recall” and “to the best of my knowledge” from witnesses from the 
White House? We ought to get a number of that. It must be in the 
hundreds. 

Did anyone else get a copy of this e-mail? 

Mr. Heissner. Would that be from me, sir, or from anybody else? 

Mr. Burton. From you, or if you know of anybody else who got 
a copy of e-mail? 

Mr. Heissner. It could have been forwarded by the recipient, 
that’s possible, and I would not know if that happened, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you discuss this e-mail with anyone else? 

Mr. Heissner. At that time that it was sent, sir? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Heissner. Frankly, I don’t recall. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t recall? 

Mr. Heissner. No. 

Mr. Burton. The first paragraph of the document reads, “While 
I’ll be glad to write up something related to the ‘Information Re- 
quests’ channeled to us via White House Counsel in response to 
various requests from Congress and litigants against the Govern- 
ment, we may not want to call” — you say, “We may not want to call 
undue attention to the issue by bringing the issue to the attention 
of Congress because,” and then it kind of drifts off. The sentence 
is incomplete. 

Mr. Heissner. That particular paragraph, sir, is addressing the 
issue of information requests during 1997, 1998, 1999. We had re- 
ceived many requests for information where it related to the White 
House data base. In 1997, we expended on the order of 3,000 or 
more hours of staff time to retrieve information and make it avail- 
able in response to subpoenas. During that year I had spent well 
over 1,000 hours, at least I recorded over 1,000 hours and probably 
more in responding to these requests, as you may recall. So what 
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I’m addressing in the issue information requests is the question 
was should we bring to the attention of Congress we’re spending 
an enormous amount of time responding to subpoenas and other re- 
quests for information related to WhoDB, and my response was, 
well, we don’t really need to bring this issue up again because — 
and the way this was — the original reads, and it doesn’t show here, 
they are bullets, little bullets in front of each of those three sen- 
tences, which starts with last year’s, this year’s and the level. So 
the memorandum or the text here had the intention of saying let’s 
not raise this. We don’t need to have things stirred up and have 
more requests coming in 

Mr. Burton. Sir, that isn’t going to wash, because we had al- 
ready sent subpoenas to the White House, to the counsel’s office on 
a whole host of issues, and the law requires that you respond to 
subpoenas, and for you to say, “We may not want to call undue at- 
tention to the issue by bringing the issue to the attention of Con- 
gress because,” and then it drifts off, we had already issued sub- 
poenas. Why is that sentence not complete? 

Mr. Heissner. Sir, the sentence is complete because it has a be- 
cause clause and three bullets, which don’t show here, a period, 
and then the infamous quote here, “Let sleeping dogs lie.” 

Mr. Burton. Tell me, where are the bullet points? We don’t see 
them on here. 

Mr. Heissner. They don’t show on this particular document. 

Mr. Burton. Why don’t they show? If the sentence ends with 
“because,” and there are no bullet points, and there’s two vacant 
lines there, why aren’t the bullet points in there? 

Mr. Heissner. The retrieval mechanism of records-managed 
records does not retrieve all the graphics that are present in the 
original. 

Mr. Burton. There’s no period at the end of the sentence. 
There’s no other mark that would indicate that there’s three bullet 
points. 

Mr. Heissner. It doesn’t show in the retrieved records. The origi- 
nal does show. There’s a bullet. They are either lower case or in 
some cases 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t we get that? 

Mr. Heissner. It is part of the mechanism of retrieving. 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t we get that? You don’t know. 

Mr. Heissner. I don’t know. 

Mr. Burton. Who asked you to write up something related to in- 
formation requests? 

Mr. Heissner. As I recall, I received a telephone call during that 
week to address these two issues, Mail2 reconstruction and infor- 
mation requests. 

Mr. Burton. From whom? 

Mr. Heissner. Best I remember, it was the person who I was re- 
porting at the time, Dotty Cleal, who is the Associate Director for 
Information Systems. 

Mr. Burton. Why did you want to avoid — I think you’ve an- 
swered this. Why did you want to avoid bringing the issue to the 
attention of Congress? Because it involved more work? 

Mr. Heissner. My perception was these requests for information 
that we received — and we certainly executed faithfully — the re- 
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quests were detracting from our regular work, and if we had fewer 
of those, we could get the work done that we were there to do. It 
wasn’t an attempt to say, don’t provide the information, it was just 
let’s — these requests have declined. We have not — we did not 
spend — we have not needed to spend more time to respond to them, 
and I think we’re fine here. We don’t need to ask for money to pay 
for this. 

Mr. Burton. Let’s take a minute and go over what we know. 
People at the White House administration were concerned that this 
e-mail problem was got getting solved. Employees felt threatened 
and intimidated. They were told they couldn’t even speak to their 
bosses, and one was threatened, he thought, with jail; two were, as 
a matter of fact. One was so scared she said she’d rather be insub- 
ordinate than go to jail. Another said that there was a jail cell with 
his name on it. Northrop Grumman wrote several memoranda say- 
ing they couldn’t proceed without direction from the White House. 
The President’s deputy chief of staff was told about the problem. 
The counsel to the President, Chuck Ruff, was told about the prob- 
lem. Later Mr. Lindsay, who is now an assistant to the President, 
went back to the White House counsel’s office and told them about 
another problem where documents were not being retrieved. And 
the White House’s problem was not a secret, that people were 
threatened and felt scared to talk about it. 

So I want to know the answer to the one really important ques- 
tion. Why not tell Congress about the problem, No. 1; and then 
what do you mean by let sleeping dogs lie? 

Mr. Heissner. What I meant by that was that since we — since 
the number of inquiries, number of subpoenas related to informa- 
tion residing in the White House data base had diminished, we 
don’t need to go to Congress to ask for funding to pay for the cost 
of performing these information requests. 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. The White House data base wasn’t the 
only thing that was under subpoena. There’s a whole host of sub- 
poenas that were out on a whole bunch of issues, the espionage 
issue, the campaign finance issue, Waco, a whole bunch of things. 
Did you know anything about those? It wasn’t just WhoDB? 

Mr. Heissner. I was aware of many of those. 

Mr. Burton. You were aware? 

Mr. Heissner. I was aware of many of the requests because the 
requests would be sent to IS&T staff through e-mail, and we would 
respond to them, but the primary time consumer of requests had 
to do with the White House office data base. 

Mr. Burton. In any event, you said, let sleeping dogs lie. You 
knew about all these subpoenas. You knew this information was le- 
gally requested and should have been given to the Congress of the 
United States. And you sent a memo around saying, hey, let’s let 
sleeping dogs lie, and the subpoenas were not complied with. And 
this is 2 years ago, and I don’t know what we’re going to hold you 
responsible for that, but the fact of the matter is you knew those 
subpoenas were in order. You knew that information should go for- 
ward, and you said, in a memo, let sleeping dogs lie. 

I’m now going to yield to Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Chairman, I think you asked a very relevant question. Dur- 
ing the time that I served as a U.S. Attorney, if we had sent a sub- 
poena to a witness or a custodian of records, and they replied back 
either directly or in this case indirectly, let sleeping dogs lie, that 
would be considered evidence of obstruction of justice. Does that 
concern you, Mr. Heissner? 

Mr. Heissner. It certainly does. There was no intention or at- 
tempt to obstruct justice in any form. 

Mr. Barr. I’m sure that neither you nor other people — or I would 
presume you didn’t have a thought process and the words “I am 
going to obstruct justice” went through your mind. I would cer- 
tainly hope not. However, as the chairman has indicated, you were 
aware as you were of these probes, you were aware of a problem, 
you were aware that this problem entailed information that was 
being sought by various entities in this case, an independent coun- 
sel, more than two, or at least two committees of the Congress, and 
your directive is to let sleeping dogs lie, which in common parlance 
means disregard this, ignore it, don’t worry about it, that can be 
evidence of obstruction of justice. 

Mr. Heissner. The intention of this sentence was to not re- 
quest — not to raise the issue of information requests and the effect 
it had on the staff of IS&T as an issue of asking for additional 
funding. The effect of the request having to do with the White 
House office with the WhoDB data base had been significant upon 
our staff, and that was uppermost in my mind. As other requests 
would arrive, all of us, including myself, would look at those re- 
quests, would consider if the information requested was in our 
records. If it was, we would provide that information through chan- 
nels. That was the normal process, and in most cases those re- 
quests involved information about individuals, which, in the envi- 
ronment in which we found ourselves and the kinds of things we 
did, we would not have any information about individuals. 

Mr. Barr. Your service in the government spans several different 
administrations, including the administration of George Bush and 
his counsel, Mr. C. Boyden Gray. It seems like not just a decade 
ago, but ages ago that we had an administration whose thought 
process placed uppermost in their minds scrupulous adherence to 
the law and to err on the side always of providing more informa- 
tion rather than less, more information rather than what might be 
strictly technically required by looking at the four corners of a sub- 
poena or some other documentation. 

Can you pinpoint when we moved from that notion of public serv- 
ice in compliance with the public interest to something else being 
foremost in the minds of those to whom subpoenas are directed or 
who have custody over government records subject to subpoena? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir, I have no idea when that change hap- 
pened. It is not in an area that I deal with. 

Mr. Barr. It is because you told us what was uppermost in your 
mind. What I’m saying is there used to be a day, and hopefully 
that day will come again, when a public official at the White House 
always keeps foremost in their mind not the cost of something as 
an excuse for not complying or not furnishing information, but 
what can I do to make sure that the public interest is respected 
to the degree so that we are going to go the extra mile not to cover 
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up, not to not furnish information, but to furnish information. I 
don’t know when that change took place, but it has taken place. It 
is relevant for purposes of your appearance here today because 
you’ve used those words, what was uppermost in your mind or fore- 
most in your mind, and to see something written, to let sleeping 
dogs lie, is very, very disturbing both from a public policy stand- 
point as well as from the standpoint — and I don’t know what Rob- 
ert Ray is looking at — but from the standpoint of possible obstruc- 
tion of justice. 

If I were you, and I don’t know whether your counsel has any 
concern about this, but it raises very troubling questions in our 
mind about obstruction of justice, and I suspect that’s why the 
independent counsel may be looking at this as well. I think the 
chairman, despite the constant efforts to downplay and denigrate 
the work of this committee by the folks on the other side, has 
asked a very legitimate question, and simply saying, well, some- 
thing related to the cost — we heard this from Mr. Lindsay, he tried 
to say this was an issue of cost or whatnot rather than scrupulous 
effort to comply I think is a very legitimate question and one that 
ought to concern you. 

Mr. Heissner. It certainly is, sir, but as I’m looking at this 
memorandum, maybe I need to explain that there are two issues 
that are being addressed. The issue, if you take a look in the para- 
graph which is, “Note:” “Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction (document at- 
tached),” and then below the dotted line it will say, “Issue: Mail2 
Reconstruction,” and it provides a background and definition of the 
problem for Mrs. Cleal. 

The paragraphs which you are questioning are related to a re- 
quest for information from Mrs. Cleal about the effects that various 
information requests are having on the IS&T staff and whether it 
should be brought up as an issue that might perhaps warrant addi- 
tional funding for the organization, and my response was, well, the 
level of effort required to accommodate this request and the re- 
quests are declining, and at this point we don’t need to ask for ad- 
ditional funding, so let’s not even mention that we need funding for 
this because we don’t need it right now, not for the purpose of an- 
swering information requests. 

So there are two topics on this. Maybe that’s the confusion, sir. 

Mr. Barr. It would be nice if it were just a matter of confusion. 
We’ll have to see. I think it illustrates and may be evidence of a 
mindset that disturbs the chairman very greatly and legitimately, 
which we’re going to inquire further, and as I say, I suspect the 
independent counsel is as well. 

Mr. Lyle, if I could go back to ask some fairly specific background 
questions. When was it that you first learned about the Mail2 prob- 
lem? 

Mr. Lyle. My most vivid recollection is in April 1999, there- 
abouts, in connection with the letter D problem, the second anom- 
aly that we’ve been discussing. 

Mr. Barr. This was approximately 6 months after you began 
your work in the Office of Administration? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Where were you just prior to your work in the Office 
of Administration? 
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Mr. Lyle. I was in private practice in Chicago. 

Mr. Barr. What research have you done to satisfy yourself, as 
I’m sure as a public servant you would, when this issue first came 
to the attention of the Office of Administration? 

Mr. Lyle. Which issue, sir? 

Mr. Barr. The issue of the Mail2 problem. 

Mr. Lyle. The discussions that I had in connection with the let- 
ter D matter were with Mr. Lindsay and other members of my 
staff, and in the course of those discussions, as I said, I learned 
about the e-Mail2 is my most vivid recollection of that. And he had 
explained that in dealing with the Mail2 issue, that he had commu- 
nicated that issue to — I’m sorry, the e-Mail2 — did I say the e- 
Mail2 — the e-Mail2 problem, he communicated that to White House 
counsel’s office, and that he had handled that matter, and I was 
satisfied that Mr. Lindsay, who was my predecessor in my position, 
who was my superior, and who I have known for a long time, had 
taken steps to convey the information for the White House counsel 
to handle. 

Mr. Barr. When did he indicate to you that had taken place? 

Mr. Lyle. In that April 1999 meeting. 

Mr. Barr. When did he communicate to you that he first became 
aware of the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Lyle. As I recall it, it was in June 1998 timeframe that he 
became aware of it, as I recall what he said. 

Mr. Barr. And you are aware, at least as you sit here today, that 
the Office of Administration became aware of the problem in very 
early 1998 initially? 

Mr. Lyle. I know that there were some reports about the prob- 
lem. I don’t know — January 1998, I don’t know exactly when that 
was. 

Mr. Barr. You’re aware of the fact certainly through following 
these proceedings, as I’m sure you have, and in preparation there- 
fore that January 1998 was the time in which there were actual 
communications? 

Mr. Lyle. All I can tell you from my personal knowledge, sir, is 
that in the meeting that I had in April 1999 when I was learning 
more about the e-Mail2 issue, that I was told that — my under- 
standing is that Mr. Lindsay was aware in the June 1998 time- 
frame about what happened in January 1998. I know others have 
discussed that, but as I sit here, I cannot tell you what that was. 

Mr. Barr. When you discussed with Mr. Lindsay the communica- 
tion of this information with the White House counsel, what man- 
ner was that communicated to White House counsel, and to whom 
were the records themselves delivered? 

Mr. Lyle. In my meeting with Mr. Lindsay, he conveyed to me 
that he had met with White House counsel. At that time it would 
have been Mr. Ruff. As far as documentation, I believe that there 
was some memo that he had submitted to his superior, Mr. Lind- 
say had submitted to his superior, concerning the e-Mail2 issue. 

Mr. Barr. How about the group of missing and reconstructed e- 
mails delivered to the White House counsel’s office? When did Mr. 
Lindsay indicate that took place, and to whom were those deliv- 
ered? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t believe we discussed that in the meeting. 
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Mr. Barr. Did you discuss that at a later date? 

Mr. Lyle. I have. 

Mr. Barr. Would that not have been relevant? 

Mr. Lyle. Again, I was learning more about it from a back- 
ground point of view because we were addressing the letter D issue 
in that timeframe. I don’t recall that having been raised at all, so 
I can’t say any details about what happened. I’m not sure which 
documents actually, sir, you’re referring to. 

Mr. Barr. After the problem was initially discovered by Northrop 
Grumman employees, and this was the subject of to some extent 
the discussion here in the March 23 hearing, there was a very 
large group of documents that were pulled up, e-mails, after a 
search, initial search, was conducted of certain names in order to 
verify presumably the extent of the problem. Those were delivered 
to the White House and have mysteriously disappeared. I’m won- 
dering if you ever had any discussion with Mr. Lindsay about those 
documents, those e-mails. 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir, I did not. I am aware since, based on what 
you’re talking about, that Mr. Lindsay did, as I understand it, de- 
liver documents to the White House counsel’s office, and I think 
you talked to him about it in your hearing with him that you’re re- 
ferring to in March of this year. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Heissner, Mr. Lyle, I appreciate your being 
here to answer questions. 

Mr. Heissner, you indicated in your written statement that 
you’re not a political appointee, are you? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Tell us what you’ve been doing and how long 
you’ve been there. 

Mr. Heissner. I’ve been working for the Federal Government for 
almost 25 years. I started with OMB, worked during the Ford ad- 
ministration, Carter administration, and subsequently right on 
through the Clinton administration. The majority of my time was 
in support of OMB’s budget preparation system. When OMB went 
to go to contractors for support, then I served as the data base ad- 
ministrator for the Office of Administration data center, EOP data 
center. These have all been technical positions, which is where my 
interests and my expertise lie. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m just shocked at the questioning you’ve had so 
far from the chairman of the committee and Mr. Barr because I 
think they’ve impugned your integrity. I don’t think they have any 
basis for it, any justification for it, and it seems to me their com- 
plaint is you’re not giving them the answers they would like you 
to give because they want to go after this administration. They 
want to paint a certain picture, and you’re not giving them testi- 
mony to fit. Now, that’s no reason to act as if you are lying to this 
committee. Are you lying to this committee? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. You know you’re under oath. 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Waxman. Let’s try to sort through what the real facts are on 
this issue. It’s sort of Orwellian that the chairman has this exhibit 
up of your e-mail, and everything is highlighted except one line, 
and that is the issue. The issue is information requests, because 
that e-mail didn’t have to do with missing e-mails from the Mail2 
system. It had to do with information requests from the Congress; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. That had to do with preparing Mr. Lindsay, who 
you work for, to go before the House Appropriations Committee or 
the Senate Appropriations Committee to talk about the budget. As 
I understand, what you’re telling us is that you suggested rather 
than complain about all the requests that you’ve been getting for 
information from the Congress, and I must say particularly from 
this committee, you didn’t want to suggest that perhaps those in- 
formation requests had been reduced, because if you suggested the 
information requests might be fewer than they had been in the 
past, it might trigger the Congress to start sending more informa- 
tion requests. Is that what you meant by let sleeping dogs lie? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. People may not realize it, but this committee has 
caused you, as a technical person, having worked for many admin- 
istrations, to spend — I don’t know — 6 months is the estimate I 
got — of your time simply answering requests from this committee 
on the White House data base. Is that accurate? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s accurate, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. The White House data base has nothing to do with 
e-mails. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. The White House data base investigation was an 
investigation that Congressman McIntosh conducted, and he want- 
ed to find out whether something was really rotten with the White 
House data base because Christmas cards were going out using 
that data base, and he made all sorts of accusations. I think he 
even accused people of breaking the law. And then after spending 
a year or 2 years on that investigation, causing you to spend thou- 
sands of hours, many months of your time, all paid for by the tax- 
payers, there was nothing to show for that investigation, so re- 
quests were sent for more information and more information and 
more information, and the Congress just kept on fishing around to 
see if they could find some scandal. They found none. And you were 
alluding to in that, as I understand that particular document, that 
when your superior goes to the Appropriations Committee, don’t 
raise the issue that we got a lot of requests before and fewer now; 
let sleeping dogs lie, maybe they won’t have their attention drawn 
to the fact that they ought to be asking for more information. Is 
that what we’re talking about? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. That’s a different issue than what they are talking 
about on this committee, which is the Mail2 retrieval system, 
which is the archiving of e-mails at the White House; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 
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Mr. Waxman. Now, in your — let me just ask you some bottom- 
line questions. Let us just get this right on the record. There seems 
to be an allegation that the White House was trying to cover up 
damaging e-mails. At our first hearing the chairman said that the 
White House basically had two choices. They could face up to the 
problem, tell the Justice Department and Congress what happened, 
get it fixed, or they could throw a blanket over the whole problem, 
ignore it and hope nobody would find out. And the chairman says 
it looks like they chose to cover it up. 

Mr. Heissner, did anyone ever ask you to conceal the existence 
of the computer glitch that caused the missing e-mail problem? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lyle, did anyone ask you to do that? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Did anyone ask you, Mr. Heissner, to conceal the 
e-mail problem from Congress? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lyle. 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. It’s pretty ironic to ask you to conceal the problem 
from the Congress, because in December 1998, which was 2 months 
before your e-mail which they look at now as the smoking gun of 
the White House cover-up, it was reported in Insight Magazine 
that the Congress of the United States, in fact this committee, had 
information that some e-mails were missing. So we already knew 
some e-mails had been missing from the White House data base 
system. You probably know nothing about that particular publica- 
tion, but it’s interesting that in the public — a public document, a 
newspaper, they were talking about how this committee already 
knew that they weren’t getting all the White House e-mails be- 
cause of some glitch in the system. You are telling us you weren’t 
trying to conceal this problem from the Congress. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Did anyone ever ask you not to report the e-mail 
problems to the Congress? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lyle. 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, Mr. Heissner, let’s go back to that e-mail 
which is the topic of this whole hearing today. There’s been some 
confusion about this document, and so let’s try to clear up the con- 
fusion. You said the document — let’s be sure we’re working off the 
same document. There’s a version with Bates stamp E 3865, dash, 
3866, and the document indicates that you sent this e-mail to Doro- 
thy Cleal. Who is Ms. Cleal? 

Mr. Heissner. Mrs. Cleal was the Associate Director of the Infor- 
mation Systems and Technology Division. She was the person to 
whom I was reporting directly. 

Mr. Waxman. Next to the subject heading of the e-mail, it says, 
“Issue Papers for Appropriations Hearing.” What does that refer 
to? 

Mr. Heissner. That refers to a request for information that was 
going to be passed on to Mr. Lindsay for appropriation hearings. 
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Mr. Waxman. I understand you were asked to prepare briefing 
materials on two issues. What were those two issues? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. The two issues were Mail2 recon- 
struction, and the second one was called information requests. 

Mr. Waxman. The e-mail contains a discussion of both of these 
issues. Continuing with the text of the e-mail, it goes on to say, 
“Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction (document attached).” Below that it 
says, “Issue: Information requests.” 

Are these two issues related to one another at all? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir, they are separate. 

Mr. Burton. They are completely separate issues. 

After the section dealing with information requests, there’s a di- 
vider and then a section labeled, “Mail2 Reconstruction.” Below 
that heading there’s a fairly detailed description of the history of 
the Mail2 problem and efforts to investigate it and fix it. 

Let me ask you, did you want to prevent Congress from finding 
out about the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. When you wrote, “Let sleeping dogs lie,” were you 
referring to the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. I think we know what Mail2 reconstruction refers 
to, but what does information requests mean? 

Mr. Heissner. Information requests refers to the issue that was 
going to be perhaps discussed, or at least would be considered for 
discussion, the issue having to do with the level of effort that was 
required to respond to requests for information from different 
sources, and in particular the level of effort that had been required 
to respond to information requests related to the WhoDB data 
base. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you want to hide information from Congress? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Looking at the text that follows, what did you 
mean when you wrote, “Let sleeping dogs lie”? 

Mr. Heissner. What I meant by that was I don’t think we need 
to draw undue attention to the issue of requested information re- 
lated to the WhoDB data base since the requests are declining. We 
provided all that information as requested of us, we spent a consid- 
erable level of effort responding to these requests, we ran many 
queries. They were done very, very carefully to ensure that the in- 
formation that was requested was made available, and it had a 
negative effect on the operations because it took away considerable 
time from a very small staff. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me just underscore what that means when you 
say it took away time from a small staff. It took away resources 
that the taxpayers paid to have people work for the government in 
all sorts of capacities to just answer a flood of requests of informa- 
tion from the Congress, and this committee is probably guiltier 
than any other. This committee just kept on sending requests for 
more and more documents, more and more requests, and more and 
more people had to work on it. We have spent taxpayers’ dollars 
just to fund this committee, I don’t know how many millions, and 
then I don’t know how many millions had to be spent just to an- 
swer the requests from this committee. And when the committee 
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gets documents and information that doesn’t fit into the accusa- 
tions of scandal, witnesses like you are treated with the back of 
their hand. They act as if you were trying to cover up for Bill and 
Hillary Clinton’s misdeeds, and you are not a political appointee. 
You are a career civil servant working in a technical area. 

I just find it astonishing, I guess is the best word to use, but I 
find it even more troublesome than astonishing. I find it unpro- 
fessional. 

Now, let me ask Mr. Lyle some questions so we can get some of 
this on the record. I’m going to ask you about the Mail2 problem. 
When did you — you first arrived at the Office of Administration 
when? 

Mr. Lyle. In November 1998. 

Mr. Waxman. So you were not at the Office of Administration in 
the time period that the Mail2 problem was found and then fixed 
prospectively; is that right? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me just take a minute so that people who are 
watching this hearing or the press, because they are not thinking 
about this issue, to go through a timeline. An ARMS system, which 
is a retrieval system for e-mails, was set up at taxpayers’ expense 
at the White House and at all the executive office buildings so that 
a historical record of all the e-mails could be captured; is that 
right? 

Mr. Lyle. There was an automated records management system 
known as ARMS. It was established within the Executive Office of 
the President. I can’t tell you what other government agencies have 
done. 

Mr. Waxman. That system, as of June 1998, was discovered to 
not be operating in complete compliance with the goals and what 
the contractor, which was Northrop Grumman, I think — what they 
envisioned. So they discovered in June 1998 that some e-mails, and 
I think mainly e-mails that were being sent from the outside in, 
were not on this ARMS system. You weren’t there in June 1998? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. By November 1998, they fixed the system, and 
they fixed it for the future so that every time anybody sent an e- 
mail either into the White House Executive Office or internally or 
from the office out, that was all going to be in the retrieval system. 
They found there was a problem, and they corrected it. That was 
in November 1998. 

In December 1998, in the Insight Magazine — I think it’s a publi- 
cation of the Washington Times — they reported that this commit- 
tee, the Congress, knew there was a problem of some of the retro- 
active e-mails not getting picked up. Did you know about that? 

Mr. Lyle. I know of the report. Before I came to Washington, I 
had never heard of Insight Magazine, but since I’ve been here, I 
am now familiar with it. I don’t know when I learned of the article. 

Mr. Waxman. When were you first informed about the Mail2 
problem? 

Mr. Lyle. The Mail2 problem was in April 1999, thereabouts, as 
I’ve said. It’s my most vivid recollection of learning about it in the 
context of the letter D anomaly. 
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Mr. Waxman. Did you have any reason to think there was an on- 
going or potential problem with document production to meet the 
requests from all the investigators because of the Mail2 issue? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. When did you learn that the Mail2 issue may have 
affected the production of documents by the White House in re- 
sponse to congressional and independent counsel subpoenas? You 
did learn that. That was April? 

Mr. Lyle. That was in that April meeting that I described earlier 
for Congressman Barr. 

Mr. Waxman. If there was not a perceived problem regarding 
document production, why was the Office of Administration con- 
cerned about the Mail2 reconstruction? 

Mr. Lyle. In April 1999, the Mail2 reconstruction issue had been 
dealt with, but you still have archival issues that need to be ad- 
dressed. Federal Records Act, Presidential Records Act, the Arm- 
strong litigation, all of those precedents control records that need 
to be stored for historical purposes, so the focus as far as it related 
to the e-Mail2 issue during my tenure has been on the Federal 
records compliance issues, the Presidential Records Act and the 
things I’ve talked about so that you have a historical record that 
can be transferred to the National Archives Records Administration 
and also to the Presidential library. 

Mr. Waxman. When the Office of Administration did see the 
Mail2 problem as something that needed to be fixed for these archi- 
val reasons related to Presidential records, why did the office not 
begin the Mail2 reconstruction project in 1999? 

Mr. Lyle. At the time in 1999 — and when you’re talking about 
in the April 1999 timeframe, in 1999 we were in the midst of one 
of the most difficult information systems and technology challenges 
facing the Executive Office of the President. It was the Y2K crisis. 
It not only confronted the White House, it confronted the rest of 
the country and, in fact, the rest of the world. It was an extraor- 
dinary undertaking. There were many systems that needed to be 
Y2K-compliant to ensure that when the year 2000 came, that the 
Presidency would have computer systems that worked. 

Mr. Waxman. If I could just interrupt you for a second. This Con- 
gress has done pretty much nothing on any important issue. We 
have a lot of recesses. We have short-week timeframes to do basi- 
cally nothing because we’re deadlocked, but I want to inform every- 
body that yesterday the House of Representatives voted unani- 
mously to praise everybody who worked on correcting the Y2K 
problem because when the calendar clicked over into this new mil- 
lennium, all the fears we had about Y2K did not come about, and 
we praised all the people that worked on it. So I assume you were 
included in that. 

Mr. Lyle. I appreciate that, and I know that my staff will appre- 
ciate it, too. There was a small number of people in the Informa- 
tion Systems and Technology Division, only 40, 45 people. They 
worked very, very hard with our contractors to achieve a success 
that was — I would describe as nearly an impossible task and was 
only as a result of their hard work and the support that we re- 
ceived that we were ultimately able to succeed. 
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Mr. Waxman. So you were trying to decide how much money to 
spend on making sure you complied with Y2K or how much you 
could divert to deal with the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Lyle. Our No. 1 purpose was ensuring Y2K compliance, and 
as I said, this was a huge undertaking. It was drawing every Amer- 
ican personnel resource we had available in the IT, information 
technology, area. All of our staff was working very, very hard on 
that project in one form or another, and it was, as I said, a huge 
task that we very proudly achieved. 

Mr. Waxman. When did your office start to focus on the Mail2 
project? 

Mr. Lyle. After the Y2K issue was behind us, we started looking 
at it in a February — January, February, March timeframe. 

Mr. Waxman. Of this year? 

Mr. Lyle. Of this year, of 2000, remembering that February 29th 
was also a Y2K issue in terms of the leap year component. So it’s 
in this timeframe that we had a comfort level that we could pro- 
ceed with some of the projects that we weren’t able to get to while 
we were focused on this largest — I would say the largest computer 
renovation in the history of the White House, and I would dare say 
other places as well. 

Mr. Waxman. We have briefing papers which demonstrate that 
Beth Nolan, who is White House counsel, was told about the 
project at a January 2000 briefing about current records manage- 
ment issues, and this was before the press stories about the Mail2 
began appearing in mid February. So is it accurate to say that the 
Office of Administration started addressing the Mail2 reconstruc- 
tion issue before those stories first appeared? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you attend the briefing for Ms. Nolan? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Waxman. And what was the purpose of that briefing? 

Mr. Lyle. There was a meeting that was coming with the Na- 
tional Archives and Records Administration [NARA], in prepara- 
tion for the Presidential transition, and we had gone to White 
House counsel to explain to them the information that we knew 
relative to the anomalies, and where we were with respect to those. 
From a records management point of view, it was for purposes and 
in preparation of a meeting with NARA, and we discussed a variety 
of issues with respect to the e-Mail2 and the letter D anomalies in 
the records management context. 

Mr. Waxman. After the briefing, what steps did the Office of Ad- 
ministration take to make sure that Mail2 e-mails were recon- 
structed? 

Mr. Lyle. Following that briefing, a number of things took place. 
First we looked into costs associated with doing an e-Mail2 recon- 
struction. We needed to do a marketplace survey and develop cost 
assessments so that we could determine what contractors would be 
available to do the project, how it would be done. I instructed my 
information technology staff to prepare a plan that could be consid- 
ered by contractors in the bidding process so that we could get 
moving on. We needed cost estimates for the project so that we 
could seek appropriate funding from our appropriators in connec- 
tion with that effort, and all of those steps needed to be taken. 
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I received ultimately a cost assessment proposal from my IT, in- 
formation technology, staff, I believe, around March 14th of this 
year, and it’s from that that we began deliberate steps in that area. 

Mr. Waxman. We are going to hear tomorrow from the White 
House counsels themselves, and they are going to tell us about 
their role in all of this. But as I recall from Beth Nolan’s testimony 
several weeks ago, the system was found to have this problem, that 
it wasn’t getting all the outside e-mails on the central system. They 
found out about it and they fixed it prospectively. And then a ques- 
tion came up: well, what about the retroactive e-mails that might 
have fallen through the cracks? And there were some tests done on 
the individual computers of some of the people involved with 
Monica Lewinsky, and they found that some of those e-mails that 
weren’t on the centralized system were, in fact, on the computer 
systems of Miss Currie and others, and those had all been turned 
over to the investigators. 

So she testified that as far as the White House counsel’s office 
knew, everybody was getting the information they requested on e- 
mails as well as everything else. And now we are finding out that 
might not have been the case, but they believed that to be the case. 
Do you have any information on those issues? 

Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Waxman. That wasn’t your area? 

Mr. Lyle. Right. 

Mr. Waxman. We will hear from them tomorrow because that 
sort of addresses the other part of this conspiracy that is being 
painted before us by this committee’s series of hearings on this sin- 
gle issue. And one of my ongoing concerns about congressional in- 
vestigations regarding the campaign finance issue, this issue and 
many others, is that they cost millions of dollars to the taxpayer 
without producing substantial benefits. 

For example, I asked the GAO to do a survey in 1998 that under- 
scored the burden that congressional campaign finance investiga- 
tion, just that investigation, placed on the Federal agencies, and 
that has nothing to do with this particular issue. But 21 Federal 
agencies reported that in the 18-month period between October 1, 
1996 and March 31, 1998, they received 1,156 campaign finance in- 
quiries from Congress, and GAO calculated the cost of responding 
to these inquiries cost the taxpayers $8,767,753. That money could 
have been used for a lot of important purposes. 

You note in your testimony you were involved with responding 
to requests related to the investigation of the White House data 
base known as the WhoDB; is that what it is called, WhoDB? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. That investigation conducted by this committee 
spent over 2 years examining whether anyone stole the President’s 
holiday card list, and whether disclosing who attended White 
House social events constitutes theft of government property. Can 
you imagine? We spent all that time trying to figure out if there 
was theft of government property, and the investigation involved 
depositions of over 35 witnesses, the production of over 43,000 
pages of documents. 

One witness from the Office of Administration estimated that he 
spent about 1,500 hours, the equivalent of over 37 work weeks, be- 
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tween June 1996 and September 1997, responding to WhoDB infor- 
mation requests. WhoDB is a different issue than Mail2, and on 
that issue they spent all of this time and money to find that there 
was nothing there. 

Mr. Heissner, can you estimate how much time you spent re- 
sponding to requests on the WhoDB investigation? I asked you be- 
fore and maybe you could tell us if you have done any estimate on 
it. 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir. We tracked the number of hours reported 
to have been spent on WhoDB, and to the best of my recollection 
for the year of — fiscal year 1997, the IS&T staff reported over 3,000 
hours during that year, and of those 3,000 hours, somewhat over 
1,000 were attributable to the work that I did. 

Mr. Waxman. I think it is important to have congressional over- 
sight, but I think it is clear this committee frequently goes too far. 

Mr. Lyle, Mr. Burton suggested that the White House was trying 
to run out the clock by delaying production of the Mail2 recon- 
structed e-mails until after the election. Is that accurate? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Why not? 

Mr. Lyle. We are working very hard to reconstruct these e-mails 
as quickly as we can. We have a contractor on board. We have an 
independent validation and verification contractor that we will be 
having on board within days and proceeding as quickly as we can 
to reconstruct the e-mails. 

Mr. Waxman. I just want to close the time I have here by making 
the comment, I am as strongly against obstruction of justice as any 
Member of the Congress. I don’t look back at the time of President 
Nixon and President Bush as the golden age of this country. I don’t 
think President Nixon was forced out of office because simply 18 
minutes of a tape was missing. He was forced out of office because 
he misused the Office of the Presidency to go after American citi- 
zens, to obstruct justice in a very genuine way, and the Congress 
found that — at least the House found that he was guilty of obstruc- 
tion of justice and brought impeachment charges against him. 

And I can recall personally having been in the Congress over the 
years of President Bush how many times we requested information 
when we were told that executive privilege would preclude them 
from giving us important information. I thought that was often 
used inappropriately, but we certainly didn’t go out and do the 
kinds of things that are being done now by the Republican-led Con- 
gress. 

If there is credible information that anyone obstructed justice or 
intentionally concealed information, then I want to do everything 
and I will do everything that I can to ensure prosecutions are 
brought. I don’t care if it is a Republican, I don’t care if it is a 
Democrat. If anybody is obstructing justice, they ought to be pros- 
ecuted, but I am equally opposed to frivolous charges of obstruction 
of justice or unsubstantiated allegations that unfairly damage the 
reputations of people of integrity and good character. I resent it. I 
think it is unprofessional. I think it is unAmerican when people 
misuse their positions of power, whether it is President Nixon or 
Members of Congress, to make unsubstantiated allegations, smear 
people, accuse them of obstruction of justice, accuse them of crimi- 
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nal wrongdoing, frivolously sending letters to the Justice Depart- 
ment asking for prosecutions and then attacking the Justice De- 
partment if they don’t bring prosecutions, even though there was 
no evidence of wrongdoing to substantiate any kind of criminal ac- 
tions. 

I think people have power but they need to restrain their use of 
that power and act in a sense of fairness and decency. If there is 
a criminal act, let’s prosecute. If something has been done inappro- 
priately, let’s criticize it, but I don’t think that these unsubstan- 
tiated allegations and smears ought to be tolerated. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. I will take my time, but I am going to yield it to 
Mr. Hutchinson in just a moment. Let me just say that Mr. Wax- 
man once again has covered the waterfront. The campaign finance 
scandal is of great interest to people all across the country. Com- 
munist China gave money to the President’s campaign. Money has 
been returned from the DNC; Taiwan gave money; Egypt gave 
money; South America gave money. We know about the Shiite tem- 
ple. I mean, you know, he can say that this is just a waste of time, 
but the fact of the matter is people know that there was scandal 
involved there. 

Mr. Waxman said you know this e-mail problem, you know, they 
can get this done in 6 months. They have known about it for 2 
years. They knew about it in 1998, and they kept it under wraps 
from the Congress. Why didn’t they fix it back in 1998 instead of 
waiting now and saying it is going to take 6, 8 months, so it carries 
out past the election? 

Mr. Waxman also flat out misrepresented what the Insight mag- 
azine article said. He said the article claimed Congress knew about 
the problem. It does not say that, and I will read what the article 
says. It says, so why hasn’t the White House complained and in- 
formed various panels in star of the discovery. Insiders say there 
is a lively debate going on involving a fair amount of legal hair 
splitting. We did not know about it and you ought to read the arti- 
cle clearly. 

Mr. Waxman. May I ask unanimous consent that the full text of 
the article be in the record? 

Mr. Burton. No. Mr. Waxman belittled the WhoDB investiga- 
tion. He didn’t tell everyone that FBI Director Freeh said that he 
thought an independent counsel should look at this matter. This 
observation was made in a memo that the Justice Department will 
not make public. That is the FBI Director. I yield to Mr. Hutch- 
inson. 

Mr. Hutchinson. I thank the chairman. Trying to take my mind 
and sort of analyze where we are and what the relevant issues are 
before this committee, first of all, I think it is clear that there were 
subpoenas issued by this committee and others for information, 
and those subpoenas were not properly honored in the sense that 
records were not retrieved for compliance with the subpoena. 

Second, another point is that critical information has not been 
revealed to Congress because of a computer problem there was not 
a total review of documents that were under subpoena. 
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Third, whether the missing e-mails contained pertinent informa- 
tion to investigations being conducted by this Congress and other 
investigative bodies. 

And of course, the final question is if there was failure to comply, 
was it intentional, and that is — we don’t have the answers to all 
of these questions, but we do know that these are important ques- 
tions to ask. They are important issues for this Congress to deal 
with because I believe that when subpoenas are issued, they need 
to be complied with, and if they cannot be complied with, certainly 
the subpoenaing authority needs to be aware of the problem and 
the reasons for it. 

Now, I was listening to the testimony of Mr. Lyle, and it is put- 
ting this back together. Of course, the e-mail problem became 
known in May or June 1998, and it became known to the adminis- 
tration during that timeframe. Congress was not advised of the 
problem that we could not retrieve and review all of the subpoe- 
naed materials for compliance. Mr. Lyle, you indicated that you 
learned of the problem in April 1989; is that correct? 

Mr. Lyle. Of the e-Mail2 problem, sir? 

Mr. Hutchinson. Yes. 

Mr. Lyle. Correct, in that timeframe. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And that you had meetings with Beth Nolan 
during that timeframe as well? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir, I’m sorry, I had a meeting with Ms. Nolan in 
January of this year. 

Mr. Hutchinson. January of this year? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, you indicated in response to questions of 
Mr. Waxman that you were wanting cost estimates as to what it 
would take to do the records retrieval. 

Mr. Lyle. The records reconstruction of the e-Mail2 and the let- 
ter D backup tapes, yes, that was in this year. 

Mr. Hutchinson. This is in order to reconstruct the records and 
to review them for compliance with the subpoena? 

Mr. Lyle. Well, it’s for reconstruction of the records. One of the 
things that you will be able to do is do an automated records man- 
agement search, but it will also allow for those documents and 
those records to be transmitted to the archives and to the Presi- 
dential library. 

Mr. Hutchinson. As well as reviewing the ARMS system to re- 
trieve any records that would be pertinent to a subpoena? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, that’s what I said. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, we’re saying the same thing. 

Mr. Lyle. Yeah. I just wanted to add that there are other compo- 
nents. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Other purposes. One is for your archival pur- 
poses, and the other one is for compliance with the subpoena. 
That’s what I’m interested in. 

Mr. Lyle. Right. You can put — you can search the automated 
records management system to comply with subpoenas or informa- 
tion requests or whatever you, yes. 

Mr. Hutchinson. We understand each other. 

Mr. Lyle. OK. I just want to be clear, sir. 
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Mr. Hutchinson. And so that was a purpose of it and that was 
important, but the question is, whenever it is known in May or 
June, the problem, no one was advised of it in terms of Congress; 
and second, you never went to the appropriators in 1999 to ask for 
money to assist in hiring a contractor to retrieve these documents 
and to get the system corrected; is that correct, Mr. Lyle? 

Mr. Lyle. As far as what was conveyed to this committee in May 
or June 1998, I can shed no light on that for you. With respect to 
the appropriators in 1999, during our fiscal year 2000 appropria- 
tions hearing, the e-Mail2 project was one of those projects that I 
discussed earlier, that we had to set aside for Y2K as our focus and 
our No. 1 priority. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Let me ask you a question. In 1999, did you 
go before the appropriators and ask for money to correct this sys- 
tem and to retrieve the records and hire a contractor for that pur- 
pose? 

Mr. Lyle. Our purpose was the Y2K crisis. 

Mr. Hutchinson. I’m asking you a simple question. 

Mr. Lyle. Yeah, I’m sorry. 

Mr. Hutchinson. You can answer it yes or no. 

Mr. Lyle. No, the answer is, we did not ask for funds to do the 
e-Mail2 reconstruction in the fiscal year 2000 budget submission 
during the year 1999, calendar year 1999, in that our, as I said, 
our singular purpose was Y2K compliance. In other words, you had 
to prioritize. If you have a computer system that doesn’t work, pe- 
riod, your systems will not operate. You can’t serve — you can’t 
function. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Your priority was Y2K compliance. 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And so you did not put it as a priority, advis- 
ing the appropriators that you also have a problem in the retrieval 
system, and that would allow you to comply with subpoenas of Con- 
gress. 

Mr. Lyle. Well, subpoenas of Congress, in 19 — in the timeframe 
that I was operating under, I’m not aware and I don’t know — and 
I believe my staff is not aware of any subpoena compliance issues. 
We have no knowledge of whether or not — what communications 
took place between White House counsel’s office and this committee 
in respect to your subpoenas or any other information requests. 

Mr. Burton. My time has expired. We’ll come back to you in just 
a minute. You can pursue that further. Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I don’t really have many 
questions. I really just have a comment. I’m frustrated like all of 
us, I would imagine all of us in the Congress that we’re continuing 
to sort of pester these people from the White House and Depart- 
ment of Justice. I appreciate you being here this morning and ap- 
preciate your responding to some of the questions, as ridiculous as 
some may be. 

I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that the same zeal that we’re ap- 
plying to today’s hearing we could apply to some of the more con- 
structive things that people would rather have us doing. I think if 
we just sort of take a second to step back and listen to some of the 
questions we are actually posing with almost a serious tone in our 
voice it’s somewhat embarrassing. I understand tomorrow we’re 
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going to invite folks who no longer work at the White House who 
did work at the White House back up to talk about these issues. 

I share your belief, Mr. Chairman, that people do care about 
campaign finance reform, they do care about allegations of cam- 
paign finance abuse, but they also would probably be interested in 
us doing something about it as opposed to continuing to inves- 
tigate, investigate and investigate. 

I think it’s important to note that all of the witnesses I think 
have answered questions as sufficiently as they can, and regardless 
of how we seek to frame them, I don’t believe they’re going to pro- 
vide different answers because they’re trying to answer truthfully. 

So I would hope that we would cooperate with them as well, par- 
ticularly when we ask questions that require more than a yes or 
a no, that we at least allow the witnesses to elaborate. 

Last, Mr. Chairman, I would hope that after we complete this, 
and I thought that we would probably be finished investigating 
after some point, I thought the President said it very well the other 
night when he said we only have 7 months left to investigate him 
and hopefully we’ll get all the questions. I shouldn’t say “we.” You 
guys will get all the questions answered that you want. 

Quite frankly, I’m satisfied with the answers that I have heard 
by the panelists, and I would hope that you would express to your 
colleagues back at the White House and the Department of Justice, 
who are working tirelessly on a whole range of issues, that some 
of us in the Congress actually believe you’re doing some decent 
work, and we look forward to working with you on a whole range 
of other issues to try to improve the lives of most Americans, or 
even all Americans, even those represented by my Democratic col- 
leagues and Republican colleagues. 

I want to apologize on behalf of this committee for the White 
House and for the Justice Department and others, and don’t get me 
wrong, I think there are legitimate times when I think you should 
come here and answer our questions, but I think at some point in 
time it’s safe to say we have gone completely overboard. I think 
that we have become obsessed and intoxicated with the notion of 
investigating. When we can’t think of much to do, we invite a few 
Justice Department officials and White House officials to come and 
answer questions about fantasies and concoctions and fabrications 
that some of us in this committee may have. 

So on behalf of the committee, I apologize for some of the ques- 
tions you’re receiving, and I appreciate your coming before the com- 
mittee today, and with that I yield time to my friend from Massa- 
chusetts, Mr. Tierney. 

Mr. Tierney. Thank you, Mr. Ford. I’m going to try something 
here of an explanatory nature and see how I make out. If you can 
explain it to me, though not particularly computer proficient, 
maybe then everybody can understand it. 

Go back over some of the timeframes Mr. Hutchinson was ref- 
erencing. Apparently, it was November 1998 when the system was 
fixed, at least prospectively. 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tierney. In 1996 was when the problem actually occurred, 
so you have got a 2-year period from 1996 to 1998. 
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Mr. Lyle. It’s my understanding it was 1996 to 1998 with re- 
spect to the e-Mail2 issue. 

Mr. Tierney. In June 1998, the White House counsel discovered 
that there had been a problem. 

Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry, in June 1998? 

Mr. Tierney. 1998. 

Mr. Lyle. Mr. Lindsay notified White House counsel relative to 
the e-Mail2 problem. 

Mr. Tierney. But also notified them that, in fact, they were 
working on the problem, and then in November of that year they 
would have determined that it was fixed, or at least White House 
counsel would have been told it was resolved. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s the information that’s been provided to me. 

Mr. Tierney. And it’s not uncommon, I would guess, for lawyers 
in the White House counsel’s office to talk past the technical people 
in terms of who understood what aspect of the situation. 

Mr. Lyle. I have a lot of technical people who work for me, and 
I’m not the most technical of them, and yes, that happens even to 
me. 

Mr. Tierney. So that around April of the year when the White 
House counsel was supposed to be responding to subpoenas, it’s 
very likely, or seems very clear that they thought the matter had 
been resolved, and that all of the materials that had been re- 
quested had, in fact, been submitted. 

Mr. Lyle. Based on the information that I know of, I can’t shed 
any more light on in terms of what was communicated to White 
House counsel’s office by Mr. Lindsay or not. 

Mr. Tierney. And then after that, once the issue is resolved and 
the technical people told them that, in fact, there may have been 
some old e-mails incoming that might not have been actually deter- 
mined; you went on that effort in the case to trying to ascertain 
those e-mails and discover them since that time; is that right? 

Mr. Lyle. We’re trying to reconstruct them as we speak. 

Mr. Tierney. I think that’s pretty clear. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman yield back the balance of his 
time? 

Mr. Ford. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
The one thing that needs to be made clear is that the timeframe 
that we are very concerned about regarding the campaign finance 
investigation was from September 1996 to 1998 when this whole 
problem arose. It’s very relevant to that investigation, that particu- 
lar investigation, and that’s why it’s so important. 

Mr. Hutchinson. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I certainly 
want to agree with my colleague from Tennessee, and Mr. Lyle, I 
do not want to cut you off. I just think that we were reaching an 
agreement. 

Mr. Lyle. We were, and again, I’m doing that, I’m sorry, I didn’t 
mean to interrupt you. I know we were trying to get to where we 
understood each other, and I appreciate that. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And because of the 5-minute rule, I try to 
move fairly quickly, but I certainly want to be fair in the questions 
to you. I think what you were testifying to is that what you were 
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concentrating on the Y2K problem, and it was not your responsibil- 
ity to comply with subpoenas and 

Mr. Lyle. Well — I’m sorry, go ahead and finish your question. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Well, I mean, if I’m incorrect in that, but I was 
trying to give you a way out here. The point I was making is that 
again, this was in May or June 1998 when it was first learned 
about by the White House, Congress was not advised of it, and no 
requests were made for money to help retrieve the records that 
were under subpoena. That was almost 2 years ago. We still have 
not retrieved the records, and it was during that time that there 
were some very important investigations going on in which this 
Congress was being pressured to wrap it up, and the White House 
said how long are you going to do the investigations when, in fact, 
they knew that there were records that were being stored at the 
White House that had never been reviewed and turned over to this 
Congress, and we were never told of the problem. And so I think 
that those are legitimate frustrations. Now do you want to respond 
to what I just said, Mr. Lyle? 

Mr. Lyle. I can’t tell you in terms of — with respect to subpoenas, 
we have a process in place that is used to respond to subpoenas. 
The Office of Administration, like any other Executive Office of the 
President agency, is responsible to provide information to the 
White House counsel’s office so that they are able to respond to 
subpoenas that they receive or information requests that they re- 
ceive. So we do participate in that type of process. So the Office of 
Administration in that capacity, and as an information provider, 
does participate. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And the administration did its job by telling 
the White House counsel’s office that there was a problem. 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. Mr. Lindsay advised me that he had done so. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And so it was the White House counsel’s re- 
sponsibility at that point to advise the appropriate congressional 
subpoenas, or anyone else who had something under subpoena as 
to the problem. 

Mr. Lyle. The White House counsel’s office is the point of contact 
for the discussions and communications with this committee and 
the other inquiring bodies. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you. 

Mr. Heissner, did you ever see any subpoenas? Did that come 
within your responsibility to actually know the information that 
was under subpoena? 

Mr. Heissner. To the best of my recollection, the process would 
involve receiving an e-mail document that would be sent to the Of- 
fice of Administration and its staff that would require responding 
to subpoenas. I may have seen some physical subpoenas, yes. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And sometimes you would know where the 
subpoena came from and sometimes you would not? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And many times it would just be a request, we 
need these records, they’re under subpoena but you might not even 
know who the subpoena came from; is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And who would customarily send you that e- 
mail? 
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Mr. Heissner. The current process involves the receipt of a 
broadcast of an e-mail to all staff by White House counsel, and 
then there would be a separate e-mail, a copy of it sent, separate 
e-mail be sent out by IS&T management, someone in the front of- 
fice would send it to all staff, and that person would then collect 
the responses to the request for information. This is the current 
process. In the past I collected information, but it would be fol- 
lowed back through channels. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Was that the process that existed back in 1998 
and 1999? 

Mr. Heissner. That was a similar process. It would be followed 
to us through White House counsel. We would respond and then 
send the information back to the White House counsel, and I might 
add, those requests were taken very seriously. We took all diligence 
in making sure that the request was understood, to analyze what 
the information was that was sought, and then to develop the soft- 
ware to give us the answers. 

Mr. Hutchinson. It was very serious from your standpoint in 
the Office of Administration, you don’t know what happened once 
you gave the information to the White House counsel? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And you did your job, or Mark Lindsay or 
someone else in your Department gave the information to the 
White House counsel that there was a glitch in the computer sys- 
tem, they’re not able to review it, and you knew that was impor- 
tant information that the White House counsel should know about. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Now, I want to go to exhibit 81. It’s been re- 
ferred to previously, and I just need to get a better grasp of this. 
This is a document that you created, correct, Mr. Heissner? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And the first sentence says while I’ll be glad 
to write up something to the information request channeled to us 
via White House counsel in response to various requests from Con- 
gress, etc. Who is this being — who are you responding to? 

Mr. Heissner. I was responding to Ms. Cleal, who was my super- 
visor at the time who had made the request by telephone. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And the request by telephone was work up 
how many hours you’re devoting to this, this might be some infor- 
mation we might want to give to Congress? 

Mr. Heissner. The request was to address the issue of informa- 
tion requests and the impact it would have — that it had on us at 
the time and to provide some information that might be suitable 
for submission to Mr. Lindsay in his presentations to Congress. 

Mr. Burton. I’m sorry, Mr. Hutchinson, your time is expired. 
We’ll come back to you. Who seeks time on your side? 

Mr. Davis, do you seek time? 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kanjorski, do you need time? 

Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. There’s an article that appeared in the Washing- 
ton Times today about certain involvements of e-mail of Mr. 
Blumenthal. Who is familiar with that? 

Mr. Lyle. I am familiar with that article, sir. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. Did you read that article? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Could you tell us what basically happened there 
and what’s the answer to that story if there is an answer. 

Mr. Lyle. The information that I have right now on that is that 
there was an e-mail that was sent to Mr. Blumenthal from the U.S. 
Embassy in England, and the e-mail ended up in what my tech- 
nical people tell me is a loop, and what that means is that the e- 
mail was sent over and over and over again, and as a result of that 
loop that occurred, a great volume of that same e-mail ended up 
being repeated over and over and over again, and it grew into a 
large mass, I guess is the best way to describe it, of data. 

As a result, Mr. Blumenthal’s computer failed. It could not take 
that massive amount of information. So he called over, and our 
IS&T people worked with him to correct his system. 

And the issue then arose, we have this e-mail that had been sent 
over and over and over again, what do we need to do about it, and 
the information that I was provided was is that the e-mail sub- 
stance was in that mass, identical, duplicates of this e-mail were 
created. The director of the Office of Administration made a deter- 
mination in consultation with counsel’s office — Office of General 
Counsel and the Office of Administration that the e-mail should be 
preserved, and it has been preserved, and the duplicates, the same 
e-mail over and over again, that mass of information has been de- 
leted so that it doesn’t jam the system and cause system failures. 

That’s what we have — that’s the information I have currently on 
that, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. That came from the American Embassy in Eng- 
land? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. The U.S. Embassy in England is the source of 
that looped e-mail that sent those duplicate e-mails over and over 
and over again. 

Mr. Kanjorski. You don’t think that perhaps it was an attempt 
by the United Kingdom of a terrorist attack on the White House 
computer system? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t believe that the United Kingdom launched a 
terrorist attack on the United States in the form of this e-mail. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Don’t you think we ought to have a congres- 
sional investigation on that? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir, I do not. It’s one of those things that happens. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I was suspicious because the other night I 
watched a program of the President in the Executive Office build- 
ing riding a bicycle, and there was present another individual on 
a bicycle, and I think it may have been the prime minister of Eng- 
land, and I was wondering whether there’s a seizure going on at 
that time. 

Mr. Lyle. And I have no knowledge on the bicycle episode, sir, 
but I can say that I hope that the floor was cleaned after he was 
done. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 

Mr. Burton. There is damage to the hood of my car however. 
Who’s next? 

Mr. Shays. 
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Mr. Shays. Good morning, gentlemen. My challenge is when you 
don’t have an honest President, you wonder if those who work for 
a dishonest President are telling the truth. So I start out with that 
basic question. I still want to know who hired Craig Livingstone, 
the young man in the White House who had possession of over 800 
sensitive FBI files, almost entirely on Republicans, and I want to 
know who he allowed to see those files. 

Now the interesting thing is Insight Magazine suspected that the 
First Lady hired him, but I wouldn’t make that determination 
based on what Insight Magazine said. So I’m not even at the level 
of trusting, but verifying. I have a lot of suspicions. 

And I have little trust that this White House is telling us the 
truth, and I realize that you are, for the most part, career people 
who work for the White House, but I know other career people who 
work for the White House, they worked for the travel office and 
they were fired, and then the FBI and the IRS were forced to look 
at them and I don’t know why. Then you had this e-mail mess at 
the White House, which only heightens my suspicion. So have a lit- 
tle patience with me, and I hope Mr. Waxman will as well. 

I know 120 people have basically taken the fifth or fled the coun- 
try. 79 people have taken the fifth amendment. They don’t want to 
answer questions. So there hasn’t been much cooperation. 

Now, what I do know is that 2 years ago, in May 1998, it was 
discovered that we had a missing e-mails problem, and I do know 
in 1998 on the 18th, we had a test, and I do know almost 2 years 
ago on June 19th, the White House counsel, Mr. Ruff was told of 
the problem by Mr. Lindsay. Now, from June 19 to November 20th, 
the problem wasn’t solved. So we still had a continuation of the 
problem, and I do know this, that no one from the White House 
told this committee. 

Now we have Mr. Ruff telling us in 19 that we had all relevant 
information, and that we had a complete document of e-mails. So 
he was on file before this committee telling us we had the docu- 
ments, and then he knew on June 19th, and I realize that’s not 
both of you, but I just want you to have a sense of the challenge 
we have. 

Now there was the Insight Magazine in November 1998, but In- 
sight has made accusations, pretty incredible accusations about the 
President that none of us would want to believe. Then we knew in 
the 20th of this year from the Washington Times, it got to be a lit- 
tle credible, then Northrop Grumman, on March 23rd came and 
testified, and then, in my judgment, the White House came clean. 

Now what happened during that time? We have 246,000 e-mails 
that we don’t know about, that weren’t transmitted. Now some of 
them may not be relevant, but there are 246,000, and they’re inter- 
esting people. They’re Betty Currie, they’re Ira Magaziner, they’re 
Phil Kaplan. Now why would I be interested in what Phil Kaplan 
has to say? He’s the gentleman whose office — he’s the special as- 
sistant to President and deputy staff secretary, Office of the Staff 
Secretary. His job is the conduit into which all messages to the 
President come, and this is one e-mail that we happen to discover 
because it didn’t disappear in these 246,000 e-mails that we can’t 
find, that you can’t find, and this is a memo informing the Presi- 
dent that because of a failure to comply with the law they’re going 
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to be fined $1 million potentially in fines, campaign fines. This was 
from Harold Dickeys, but it’s under Phil Kaplan. Now, Phil Kaplan 
has 944 potential e-mails. 

I want to know how many other potential e-mails like this we 
haven’t found, and then you have memos from Mr. Lindsay, 17. 
You have Ira Magaziner, 3,693. You have Bill Clinton, too. You 
have Betty Currie as well. So the problem is we need to know the 
truth, and what I’m hearing is that you all told the White House 
counsel everything you know. The question I have is were you sur- 
prised that the White House counsel, given what you knew, didn’t 
notify us of the problem? I’ll ask you, Mr. Heissner. 

Mr. Heissner. I guess I would not be privy to the communica- 
tions between White House counsel and this committee. 

Mr. Shays. Is it your testimony that we knew about this prob- 
lem? 

Mr. Heissner. I have no knowledge 

Mr. Shays. I want you to be real careful with this one OK. I 
want you to be careful with my question. The question is, did you 
have any understanding that maybe this information had not been 
made public and forwarded to the committee? Was this something 
that the public knew about or did you know about? 

Mr. Heissner. If the question is did I have any knowledge of the 
communications between the White House counsel and to this com- 
mittee of information that we provided. 

Mr. Shays. And the answer is no, correct? 

Mr. Heissner. The answer is I have no knowledge of the infor- 
mation that was forwarded or 

Mr. Shays. Let me ask my final question then, sir. You’re aware 
that this was called project X, and you’re aware that you didn’t like 
that term. It is your knowledge, isn’t it, that you knew that the 
public didn’t know about this? 

Mr. Heissner. I can’t say that, sir. I don’t know that for certain. 

Mr. Shays. So you never suspected — you thought — you never 
suspected that this was information just kept within the White 
House and it wasn’t made public, you’re going to be on record as 
saying — giving your response about the project X, you want to be 
on record as suggesting that you don’t know whether or not the 
public and the press were aware of this issue? 

Mr. Heissner. I would have to speculate, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And what is your speculation? 

Mr. Heissner. My speculation with respect to what you term 
project X, it’s difficult, sir. It’s difficult to say whether that infor- 
mation was made public or not. 

Mr. Shays. Did you think it was made public? 

Mr. Heissner. It’s possible that it was made public, yes. 

Mr. Shays. Did you think it was made public? 

Mr. Heissner. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Shays. You don’t know what you thought? 

Mr. Heissner. Well, if it were my speculation I would suspect 
that it would become public perhaps through — indirectly through 
communications between individuals and the press. I really don’t 
know. 

Mr. Shays. Don’t you think that a reasonable person like you 
would have come to the conclusion that if there were 246,000 po- 
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tential e-mails that hadn’t been forwarded to the committee, and 
there was no public discussion of it, that the public probably didn’t 
know about it? 

Mr. Heissner. It was my responsibility to pass information 
through channels. After it left that sphere, I did not followup on 
what actually was made public or not. It was not something that 
I was 

Mr. Shays. I’m sorry, I’ll be done with this question then. Did 
you object to this being referred to as project X? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, I did, because it gave a sinister connotation 
to what I considered was a mechanical, technical failure, and it de- 
served to be named properly as an ARMS 

Mr. Shays. You understand why I would be cynical when I saw 
that memo. 

Mr. Burton. Sorry, the gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Davis, 
I think we have time for you and then we’ll head for the vote. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’ll be quick. 
Mr. Heissner, would you say that your basic responsibilities are 
technical in nature or analytical or policy analysis? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. I think I view our responsibilities 
as being technicians that provide the information systems tech- 
nology to deliver that technology to policymakers and administra- 
tors. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. So the analysis of public opinion, public 
awareness, of public scrutiny, public involvement, that’s not a part 
of what you’re expected to do? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Mr. Lyle, let me just ask, are you satis- 
fied that you have complied with the basic responsibilities of your 
office relative to compliance, given the technical problems that 
have existed, or the technical difficulties of generating the informa- 
tion? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Do you feel that you have been involved 
in any way in any stonewalling, delaying, circumventing, denying, 
unwillingness to come forth with information that you could pro- 
vide? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. In fact, just the opposite. I believe I have been 
cooperative, as well as my staff. 

Mr. Davis of Illinois. Thank you very much. I have no other 
questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. We have a series of votes on the floor. We will 
stand in recess. I’ll ask you gentlemen to stick around. We’re sorry 
we have to hold you for a little while. We have a few more ques- 
tions. We stand in recess until fall of the gavel. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. While we’re waiting for Mr. Barr, we’ll go ahead 
and yield to counsel who had some questions regarding the appro- 
priations process and the appearance of the White House before 
that committee. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Heissner, good afternoon. Mr. Lyle, good after- 
noon. 

I just wanted to try and establish one thing, Mr. Heissner. From 
our perspective, you were in charge or one of the people in charge 
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of fixing the e-mail problem. It was a problem discovered in June 
1998. The e-mail we were talking about earlier you wrote in Feb- 
ruary 1999. That’s over half a year after the problem was discov- 
ered. From our perspective, you were supposed to be one of the 
problem solvers. Now, if you didn’t have the people or the money 
to fix the problem, from our perspective it seems you had to know 
that there wasn’t going to be any progress, that the problem wasn’t 
going to get solved. One of the questions we really want to have 
answered is, what did you do to fix the problem? 

Mr. Heissner. I became involved in the resolution of the problem 
very late in 1998. The environment in which it worked, there was 
a great deal of ambiguity about roles and responsibilities. The re- 
covery of Mail2 server had not been given to me until then, and 
then there was a meeting with Mr. Barry and somebody else that 
we mutually agreed that this is a responsibility that would fall 
within the systems integration development branch. So this was 
maybe December 1998. At that point Mr. Barry was taking the re- 
sponsibility for reviewing the processes that were going on to make 
sure what he called the bleeding stopped. 

Mr. Wilson. I don’t have a lot of time. What I’m looking for are 
the affirmative steps you actually took to solve the problem. Did 
you ask for money? Did you ask for more people? Did you complain 
to your management that things weren’t going forward? What af- 
firmatively did you do to make this problem go away? 

Mr. Heissner. I reported to our management the need for reme- 
diation. I was aware of that. In fact, the documentation you have 
shows that I provided the new director of OA, of IS&T with details 
as to the situation involved. I made some recommendations about 
remediation. 

The process had to go through proper channels, would go through 
a COTR, Contracting Office’s Representative, to Northrop Grum- 
man whose staff was performing the day-to-day operations and 
were also looking at a way of correcting the current problem. 

Mr. Wilson. We’ve seen the documentation. I’m very sympa- 
thetic to the career people that were involved in the process be- 
cause it appears they were very frustrated. Mr. Barry appeared to 
be frustrated. You appeared to be frustrated from looking at the 
documents. But what we’re trying to find is, is there a tangible ex- 
pression of somebody moving forward before February 2000? And 
that’s what we’re trying to find here. 

We know all the explanations, but we haven’t seen a request for 
money. We haven’t seen a request for people. We’re hoping you can 
help us out of that dilemma. Did you ever ask for money? 

Mr. Heissner. It was implicit that we would need funding to per- 
form that work because there was no funding under the current 
contract with Northrop Grumman to perform that work. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me stop you there for a minute. Mr. Lyle came 
in for an interview last week, and he told us money was not an 
issue. Money was not needed. That was not the problem. You are 
sitting here today telling us it was implicit that money was needed 
to move forward, which makes perfect sense to us. It seems that 
if you had a problem to fix and you didn’t have the money and the 
people, you had to get it. And so our issue here is you just told us 
that you needed to get money. Is that correct? 
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Mr. Heissner. The issue was that we needed to receive funding 
to proceed with the Mail2 server remediation task. 

Mr. Wilson. The simple question I guess is, if you needed to re- 
ceive money to proceed, did you ever ask for it? 

Mr. Heissner. It was implicit in the request — in the statement 
of work we received from Northrop Grumman, which indicated that 
the cost to develop a system to correct the — to restore — to retrieve 
and restore the data would be on the order of $600,000 and that 
went through proper channels to my management at which point 
I was awaiting authorization to proceed. 

Mr. Wilson. But I understand it was implicit, and what Nor- 
throp Grumman has given to you — in fact, we’ve seen letters saying 
they weren’t going to proceed or do anything unless they got formal 
authorization. We understand what Northrop Grumman did. What 
I’m looking for is somebody on the other side, on the White House 
side saying you are to move forward and at the same time asking 
for money to enable them to move forward. Because if they weren’t 
going to be funded, it’s clear to us from the documents received 
that they were not going to move forward. So I have not seen — did 
you have a document where you signed something that said I 
would like congressional funding to move forward? 

Mr. Heissner. Not to my recollection is there a document that 
requests the funding, but there are documents that indicate that 
IS&T was waiting for obtaining approval to proceed associated with 
funding being made available to us. 

Mr. Wilson. Who was supposed to be — who were you waiting 
for? 

Mr. Heissner. The issue went through proper channels. It would 
go to the director of IS&T and from there would go to the director 
of OA and perhaps general counsel to be addressed. 

Mr. Wilson. Those are the channels. You were waiting for direc- 
tions from your superior? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. I was waiting for direction to pro- 
ceed along with the funding that’s required to do that. 

Mr. Burton. Let me interrupt. You knew about the subpoenas, 
though, because you said earlier in your testimony that you were 
aware of subpoenas and you had seen some of the subpoenas. So 
you knew about the subpoenas and you knew nothing was being 
done and you didn’t make a request for money to get the problem 
solved so that the subpoenas could be satisfied from the independ- 
ent counsels and the Congress? 

Mr. Heissner. I have a document here. It has a Bates Stamp 
Number E 3877. It would be your No. 92, exhibit No. 92, if I might 
draw your attention to that; and it might help understand, per- 
haps, or explain. 

As you see, this is a document which describes the current state 
of the Mail2 reconstruction; and at the very bottom it says, “Cur- 
rent status: Awaiting funding and management decision to pro- 
ceed.” And that’s where I stood. I was waiting for that to happen. 
I might have had informal conversations. I don’t recall having any 
formal documentation that would show that I would keep on asking 
how soon they may receive this. 
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Mr. Wilson. To make sure we’re fair to you, it’s fair you were 
waiting for directions from your superiors on how to proceed; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. WILSON. Did you ever get directions from your superiors to 
move forward? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. At any time before the year 2000 did any manager 
of yours ever come and say you must do something to get this 
fixed? 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, Mark Lindsay, who testified before us, is 
going to come before us tomorrow again. He told us under oath a 
few weeks ago, quote, my first instruction and my first belief was 
to do whatever was necessary to fix the computer problem. Now, 
did Mark Lindsay ever come to you and say this is what we’re 
going to do to fix the computer problem? 

Mr. Heissner. No. 

Mr. Wilson. You’re the person that is managing this problem. 
Did he ever come you to and ask for work product to — a com- 
prehensive plan as to how you were going to move forward? 

Mr. Heissner. This was one of many tasks that we were in- 
volved in, and it was kept open until direction to proceed and fund- 
ing would be made available. That’s the status and how we oper- 
ated then. 

Mr. Wilson. The question was, did he ever ask you to do any- 
thing? 

Mr. Heissner. No. 

Mr. Wilson. He told us a couple of weeks ago, my No. 1 objective 
was to make sure this problem was resolved; and again you have 
just told us he didn’t actually ask you to do anything. How does 
your inaction square with what Mr. Lindsay told us? 

Mr. Heissner. Well, Mr. Lindsay and I would not be speaking 
on a regular basis on business like this. Communications would go 
through channels. It would go through Mr. Lindsay, to the director 
of IS&T, and from there would be followed down to me. So this is 
not — would not be a topic of discussion that we would be engaged 
in nor is it something that — I would not see Mr. Lindsay all that 
often. It would be usually just in the hallway. It would not be con- 
versation dealing with these issues. 

Mr. Wilson. I can understand that. But from our perspective, 
we’re trying to decide if this was a priority for Mr. Lindsay as he 
told us. It seems fair for us to assume that at some point over the 
course of nearly 2 years he would seek out the person who is in 
charge of the problem and he would say to that person, you must 
do this. And you’ve just told us that you did not receive directions 
from your superiors to actually move forward with that project; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll come back to the counsel in a minute. He has 
about 20 minutes left on his time. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Heissner, going back, please, to exhibit 81, which 
was the subject of some earlier discussions, the February 5, 1999 
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e-mail. Turning your attention — as we had discussed earlier, one 
paragraph above the let sleeping dogs lie comment is the break in 
the text. The text says, we may not want to call undue attention 
to the issue by bringing the issue to the attention of the Congress 
because — and then it just stops and then picks up a subsequent 
paragraph later on. Why is there material missing there? 

Mr. Heissner. The assumption that there is some material miss- 
ing is not correct. The original presentation of this paragraph, as 
I’m looking at this, it looks like it’s just one sentence. It starts with 
“while” and ends with a period after declining. So there’s a clause 
while. 

Mr. Barr. And ends where? 

Mr. Heissner. At the bottom of the — just above the let sleeping 
dogs lie. 

Mr. Barr. No, I don’t think that’s a reasonable assumption. The 
last three lines begin last year’s with a capital L. That’s a new sen- 
tence. 

Mr. Heissner. No, sir, that’s not the way I communicate. In the 
original, there is a bullet there, and it’s my practice to capitalize 
the first word following a bullet. The bullet does not show this. You 
can see because, and then it has the first line. There’s a 
comma 

Mr. Barr. When you say a bullet, you mean what’s found at the 
bottom of the page? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes. The bullet that’s at the top would be — would 
have been a graphic. That was inserted when I typed in the text, 
and it would be a circle that’s fully filled. It’s a graphic which does 
not reproduce, apparently, in the records that are restored. The 
bottom part came from a document where I actually entered the 
bullets by using lower case Os and there they show. 

As I see — issue information requests, to me that’s one sentence. 
I could have said, one, two, three; and if I had said that, it would 
have saved us all a lot of speculating and questions. The intention 
was because one, two, and three; and you can see the punctuation 
there. It’s a comma at the end of the first sentence, a comma 

Mr. Barr. The bottom half of the page below the double dash 
line, who typed that? 

Mr. Heissner. I did that, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You are a very precise typist. 

Mr. Heissner. Thank you. 

Mr. Barr. You use proper grammar. You start sentences with a 
capital letter. You end them with a period. You have a paragraph 
break where there ought to be a paragraph break. So what you’re 
telling me basically is to believe that you used two entirely dif- 
ferent writing styles. The writing style at the top where you have 
the word “because” unlike every place else you don’t have a colon 
there before you list bullet items, and unlike every place else in the 
document where you begin each bullet item with a capital letter 
and end each one with a final punctuation, a period for example, 
you don’t do that here. And you’re saying that’s simply because 
some of the graphics didn’t get picked up? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. In the first case, I used what’s 
called an unordered list which had three clauses. This is one sen- 
tence with several clauses. The second part there is a list of items, 
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and I use a colon. And then you see the items that are listed are 
full sentences. They stand by themselves. 

The first information requests part is essentially one sentence, 
and it’s just like saying because one, two, three or A, B, or C or 
item, item, item, period. 

Mr. Barr. I hear what you’re saying, and I suppose that’s one 
explanation. So what you’re saying is you have this break in the 
first paragraph not because there’s any information that’s not there 
but because there was something different about this first para- 
graph that had graphics that weren’t picked up as they were in the 
bottom? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. In the first paragraph, the 
method of entry was different from the method of entry in the sec- 
ond paragraph. When you use — when I use the Lotus notes e-mail 
software and I provide lists of items, I can go and highlight those 
three sentences and specify I would like to have a bulleted list. And 
the software inserts graphics that cannot be normally — that were 
not retained in the records management software. 

Mr. Burton. Let me interrupt. The gentleman’s time has ex- 
pired. I’m going to yield him my time, but I just want to ask Mr. 
Heissner a question that’s consistent with what you’re asking. 
Have you conducted a manual search of your e-mails in response 
to the committee’s subpoena? And did you find a copy of your “let 
sleeping dogs lie” e-mail? And if you did this manual search, did 
you find the bullet points and why don’t we have them? 

Mr. Heissner. I performed a search. I printed off the documents, 
and I submitted those documents through proper channels as the 
process calls for. 

Mr. Burton. Through proper channels? 

Mr. Heissner. It would be through Christa Moyle in OA, and 
IS&T collects the documents. 

Mr. Burton. So the bullet points were on there then? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. You submitted them through the White House, 
through proper channels? 

Mr. Heissner. Submitted them through problem channels. 

Mr. Burton. So why don’t we have them? 

Mr. Heissner. I have no knowledge. 

Mr. Burton. So the proper channels — someplace along the way 
there was a block as far as those bullet points are concerned be- 
cause we don’t have them. 

Mr. Heissner. All I can think is that the — there were two copies 
of the same document, and this copy came out of records manage- 
ment of the ARMS system. It was this copy that was submitted 
rather than the paper copy I provided. The paper copy I provided, 
sir, looks exactly like this, except it has those graphics. 

Mr. Burton. I understand, but the point is you ran those 
through proper channels so they would come to the committee and 
we never got them and you don’t have an explanation why. I’m not 
saying it’s your fault, but somebody along the chain of command 
evidently felt like they shouldn’t be given to the Congress for some 
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reason. We’ll try to find that out tomorrow. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lyle, turn if you would, please, to exhibit 6. 
[Exhibit 6 follows:] 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATION 
Washington, D.C. 20503 


January 13,2000 

MEMORANDUM FOR BETH NOLAN 

COUNSEL TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CATHERINES. ANDERSON 1 CS/V 

ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 

SUBJECT: Briefing Materials 

Attached are the briefing charts for your January 1 9“' meeting with Mike Lyle regarding current 
records management issues with the National Archives and Records Administration. For your 
convenience, we have also included some background materials that may be helpful. 
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Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry, Mr. Barr? 

Mr. Barr. Turn if you would, please, to exhibit 6. It’s my under- 
standing that exhibit 6 is a set of briefing papers that you cir- 
culated at a meeting in January of this year with Beth Nolan, 
counsel of the President; is that correct? 

Mr. Lyle. I believe this was circulated — if you look at the top, 
it was provided by — on January 13th by Kate Anderson to Beth 
Nolan. 

Mr. Barr. This was a paper that was circulated at that meeting? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. It was used at this meeting, yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Did Ms. Nolan at that time ask how these problems, 
that is, the Mail2 and letter D problems, affected subpoena compli- 
ance or compliance with subpoenas? 

Mr. Lyle. In the course of the discussions of these anomalies, 
Ms. Nolan asked something along the lines — I’m paraphrasing 
when I say this — but something along the lines how would this af- 
fect a prior search relative to a subpoena? Something in that — as 
I recall it — in that area. 

Mr. Barr. What was your response to her inquiry? 

Mr. Lyle. I said that the issue was — relative to the subpoena, 
the question that she was asking had been dealt with prior by Mr. 
Lindsay and Mr. Ruff and that I didn’t know the extent of what 
those discussions were because I wasn’t there or privy to them. 

Mr. Barr. Was that the end of that discussion? 

Mr. Lyle. No. Relative to the question about subpoena or about 
the briefing? 

Mr. Barr. Subpoenas. 

Mr. Lyle. I believe that we offered to check with Mr. Lindsay. 
I believe that was something that Kate Anderson had said to check 
with him on did he in fact have that discussion with Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Barr. What followup did you undertake? 

Mr. Lyle. After the meeting, Kate Anderson and I went to meet 
with Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Barr. Who did? 

Mr. Lyle. Kate Anderson and myself, Catherine Anderson, went 
and met with Mr. Lindsay and confirmed that he, in fact, handled 
that with Mr. Ruff prior. 

Mr. Barr. What you mean by that is Mr. Lindsay, I presume — 
I don’t want to put words in your mouth — assured you that the 
matter had been handled? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, that he had had discussions with Mr. Ruff rel- 
ative to the anomaly. 

Mr. Barr. Do you know anything further about those discussions 
between Mr. Lindsay and Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir, I do not. 

Mr. Barr. Did he relate any details of it to you? 

Mr. Lyle. No. 

Mr. Barr. You left satisfied that it had been taken care of? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. One of the problems I see here, Mr. Chairman — and 
these two lines of questioning are related — you can have a sub- 
poena, Mr. Chairman, and as counsel knows, certainly, come in 
asking comprehensively for all documents and records and exhibits 
and so forth; and what we’re seeing here is if you pull different — 
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the same information out in different formats, you get somewhat 
different information. Now, it can be explained in a way so that 
maybe it has the same stuff, but, of course, as the chairman knows 
and as the counsel knows, there can be very important subtle dif- 
ferences simply by the way information is formatted, the way it is 
punctuated, the way it is broken, the way it is highlighted and so 
forth. 

This also goes to, I think, your concern expressed earlier, Mr. 
Chairman, that if a subpoena comes in and only partial informa- 
tion is returned, that can create a problem. 

Whether or not that’s obstruction certainly is something that the 
authorities would want to look into. Even Mr. Waxman indicated 
that certainly if there has been obstruction, he would want to look 
into it. 

These are the sort of nagging questions that I think are very rel- 
ative to this committee, to you, Mr. Chairman, probably to the 
independent counsel as well and certainly would have been rel- 
evant to us in our impeachment inquiry asking for full, accurate, 
complete information. If we were getting, as now is obvious, at best 
only one version of information and there are other versions still 
out there, that raises some very, very substantial questions in my 
mind as a former prosecutor and as a member of this and the Judi- 
ciary Committee which I think are shared by the chairman and the 
counsel. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time? 

Mr. Barr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman does not have any questions. Counsel 
has 20 minutes on his time, and Mr. Shays said he would like the 
counsel to continue questioning for a while. Counsel. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m going to go into a new, slightly different area 
of questioning; and let me tell you what it is before we go there 
so you understand. 

We discussed your memorandum earlier, the sleeping dog or the 
e-mail, the sleeping dogs lie e-mail; and you explained this per- 
tained to information requests. Well, there are other documents we 
have, and I’m going to ask both Mr. Lyle and Mr. Heissner about 
them, where it seems that there were indications about this prob- 
lem — the problem being the e-mail problem — and the information 
was taken out of documents — and from our perspective — and I 
want you to help me work through this — it seems that when infor- 
mation is taken out of a document, whether it’s a briefing material 
or some type of memorandum for a superior, then that makes it 
difficult to move forward with a solution to the problem. 

Now, Mr. Lyle, if you would please take a look at exhibit 84 in 
the book in front of you. It’s an e-mail from yourself to Joseph 
Kouba. My understanding, Mr. Kouba is a budget person at the Of- 
fice of Administration. 

Now, in this e-mail you say — it’s very short, very succinct — Joe, 
please correct the budget materials re OA by removing the bullet 
point relating to Mail2 reconstruction. You came in for an inter- 
view last week, and you explained to us why you sent this e-mail, 
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and your explanation was you wanted the bullet point removed be- 
cause it was incorrect. I don’t want to spend a lot of time on this, 
but I want to ask you, instead of removing the bullet point, why 
didn’t you correct the bullet point? Why didn’t you make the infor- 
mation accurate? 

[Exhibit 84 follows:] 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Michael J. Lyle ( CN=Michael J. Lyle/lMHBWHK 
CREATION DATE/TIME : 19 -MAR- 1999 16:11:57.00 
SUBJECT: : 

T0:Joseph 6. Kouba ( CN=Joseph Q. 

READ; UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

Joe- -please correct the budget materials re OA by removing the bullet 
point relating to Mail 2 Reconstruction. Thanks Mike 


E 3911 
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Mr. Lyle. Let me explain to you, give you a context so that you 
understand what this was. 

This is a series of e-mails that occurred in connection with an in- 
ternal presentation that the Budget Financial Management Divi- 
sion was preparing for the assistant to the President for Manage- 
ment and Administration. On a periodic basis Financial Manage- 
ment Division professionals would brief the assistant to the Presi- 
dent for Management and Administration with respect to the Exec- 
utive Office of the President accounts, each appropriation that ex- 
ists within them, the burn rate in terms of the funds that are 
available, what the expenditures are. 

With respect to the Office of Administration’s appropriation, an 
e-mail was sent around by Mr. Kouba, who is one of our budget 
folks in the Financial Management Division, very hard-working in- 
dividual, and he had included in there a discussion, a possible bul- 
let point for the assistant to the President that said — it was rel- 
ative to the Armstrong Resolution Account. That Armstrong Reso- 
lution Account is the funding source that is used with respect to 
the Automated Records Management System. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me just get to my question. I don’t have an 
awful lot of time. 

The question is that somebody wanted to communicate some- 
thing about the e-mail problem. Mr. Kouba did, and Mr. Kouba is 
not here. We’ll talk to him at a later date. He wanted to commu- 
nicate something. You thought what he was communicating was 
wrong, but nevertheless he wanted to communicate something 
about the e-mail problem. And your response — rather than saying, 
why don’t you correct your bullet point because it’s wrong, your re- 
sponse was, why don’t you delete the bullet point. So it seems like 
you had opted to delete instead of disclose the information. 

I want to move on to another document. 

Mr. Lyle. The reason I instructed that is because it was flat-out 
wrong. And there was no — in other words, I didn’t want to leave 
anything in — a briefing to the assistant of the President for Man- 
agement and Administration that came out of my office or folks 
from my office that had incorrect information. The best way to 
eliminate any confusion about it is to say it’s wrong — and correct 
it. Simple as that. That’s why I did it. That’s how you correct this 
information. That’s how I corrected it. Made perfect sense to do so 
because it was wrong. 

Mr. Wilson. I understand. I understand your concern, but our 
concern is that there’s a document here that talked about the e- 
mail problem. You had an opportunity to communicate something, 
and you chose to do what you did. I understand why you did what 
you did. 

Mr. Lyle. Mr. Wilson, that information was an internal docu- 
ment between my office — my agency at the time. I was the general 
counsel. But my agency and the assistant to the President, Virginia 
Apuzzo — and it was in the context of a briefing for that budget 
preparation. She was aware of the e-Mail2 anomaly, as you know. 
So what we were correcting was incorrect information because it 
stated a conclusion that was flat-out incorrect. 
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Mr. Wilson. Is it fair to say the ultimate document had no ref- 
erence to the Mail2 problem in it at all? The ultimate document 
that was prepared had no reference to the Mail2 problem at all? 

Mr. Lyle. Correctly so. That it should not have any — there 
should be no indication in the Armstrong Resolution Account rel- 
ative to e-Mail2, which, by the way, is a conclusion that our appro- 
priators have acknowledged and agree with in a correspondence 
that we just received to them in connection with our request to use 
funds to do an e-Mail2 reconstruction out of the Armstrong Resolu- 
tion Account. 

Mr. Burton. Let me interrupt, because I’m not sure I under- 
stand this. When the White House went to the appropriators to ask 
for funding, they did not ask for any money to correct the e-mail 
problem; is that correct? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. On March 20, we requested 

Mr. Burton. March 20 of when? 

Mr. Lyle. March 20, 2000. 

Mr. Burton. I’m talking prior to that. 

Mr. Lyle. Prior to March 20, 2000, I’m not aware of any. 

Mr. Burton. We’re talking about the problem occurring back in 
September 1996, and it was discovered in 1998. Did anybody ask 
for any money to correct the e-mail problem or to go through and 
reconstruct everything and bring it up to date? Not starting there 
and going forward but going back to 1996 and getting all the infor- 
mation that was relevant to all these investigations, getting to the 
Congress, did anybody ask for money for that? 

Mr. Lyle. There were two components to the e-mail, two anoma- 
lies. There was the first component which you have been talking 
about which was the 

Mr. Burton. I just need a yes or no answer. In 1998 or there- 
abouts, did they ask for the money to reconstruct all the e-mails 
instead of starting there and going forward? Did they ask for the 
money to go back and correct several hundred thousand e-mails 
that were missing? 

Mr. Lyle. The portion of the problem that was corrected in No- 
vember 1998, did not require additional funds. That was stopped. 
In other words, the Armstrong failure to capture 

Mr. Burton. So they did not ask for any money to go back and 
to get those e-mails that had been missed since September 1996? 

Mr. Lyle. You’re talking about the reconstruction from the back- 
up tapes? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Lyle. The first request that I’m aware of was by Mr. Lind- 
say in March 20, 2000, where he asked 

Mr. Burton. That answers my question. They did not ask for 
money to reconstruct that prior to the year 2000? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Heissner, I wanted to ask you about a different 
document. Again, I just don’t want to come out of the blue on this 
issue. I’ll explain to you what my thinking is, and hopefully you 
can help us — you can educate us here. Let me explain the issue 
first, and then you’ll have an opportunity to review it. 
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From our perspective, there seems to be a simple proposition. Ei- 
ther the White House had the money and the personnel to fix the 
problem and it simply decided to ignore the problem or the White 
House didn’t have the money or didn’t have the personnel and it 
chose not to take steps necessary to get help. 

Now, a couple of weeks ago one of your former colleagues Pau- 
lette Cichon was asked, if the Office of Administration didn’t have 
the money and it didn’t have the personnel, how can it fix the e- 
mail problem; and her answer was very, very constructive. She 
said, we couldn’t do it. Now, that’s easy for us to understand. If 
they didn’t have the money and they didn’t have the people, they 
couldn’t fix the problem. It seems to us — and I’ll get to this docu- 
ment in a moment — if you needed help to solve the problem and 
if you didn’t ask for help to solve the problem, the only possible ex- 
planations are that you didn’t want to solve the problem. 

Now, if you would please take a look at exhibit No. 94 in the 
book in front of you. Now, here we have what appears to be a for- 
warded e-mail from you to another Office of Administration em- 
ployee named Christa Moyle. It’s dated February 24, 1999. So it’s 
fairly close to the beginning of 1999, again about 6 months after 
the problem was first identified. 

The subject line of the e-mail is draft hearing preparation paper. 
When you read this e-mail, it appears to us that someone was try- 
ing to inform Congress of the e-mail problem. Now, in this e-mail 
you have two versions of a bullet point about the Mail2 problem. 
One is labeled current version; and the other is labeled, quote, 
more nearly accurate version. So the initial question here is, did 
you draft the more nearly accurate version, the Mail2 bullet point 
in this document? 

[Exhibit 94 follows:] 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Christa Moyle ( CN=Christa Moyle/^^i 

CREATION DATE/TIME: 24-FEB- 1999 13:04:54.00 

SUBJECT:: R*: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

TO: Adam F. Greenstone ( CW*Adam F. Greenstone, 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 


PM 


Forwarded by Christa Moyle/< 


►on 02/24/99 01:05 


Karl H. Meissner 
02/24/99 12:00:05 PM 
Record Type: -—Record 

To: Christa 

CC: ' 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

Current Version: 

Mail 2 Reconstruction- -Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Reconstruction has begun through periodic backup tapes. The estimated 
cost for this project 
is $602, ODD. 

Wore Nearly Accurate Version: 

Mail 2 Reconstruetion--Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

The data not captured may still exist on server backup tapes taken 
periodically during the 

period when ARMS capture was not working properly. One estimate received 
for the 

development of a system to reconstruct uncaptured e-mail is about 
$600,000. The cost 

estimate for the actual record recovery is expected at completion of the 

development of 

the reconstruction system. 

(Current Status: Awaiting funding and management decision to proceed.! 
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Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir, I did. 

Mr. Wilson. That was something you prepared? 

Mr. Heissner. Correct. 

Mr. Wilson. I’d like to go over to exhibit 134, if I can, please. 
It’s a multiple page document. It appears to be a draft hearing 
preparation paper. It says draft at the top. 

The date is February 24, 1999. So, again, early 1994, but it’s 
dated the same day that you drafted the more nearly accurate ver- 
sion message in the e-mail we looked at a moment ago. 

What I’d really like you to do, if you would, please, is look at the 
very bottom of page 4 and the top of page 5. Now, there’s a bullet 
point in this draft document. It’s a hearing preparation paper, and 
it’s got an underlined heading. It says, Mail2 reconstruction; and 
the interesting point from our perspective is that it’s crossed out. 
There’s a wavy line that goes through the entire bullet point. Now, 
apparently, it was crossed out by Catherine Anderson, who is a 
lawyer in the Office of Administration. 

Now, I guess the first thing I want to ask you is, is this the lan- 
guage that you drafted in the e-mail where you wrote “More Nearly 
Accurate Version?” 

[Exhibit 134 follows:] 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 



ISSIL INFMMATIIN TCCHNILIGY 


KEY IMEAS/CINCEPTS: 


An evolving plan covering all 
functional information technology activities to achieve the missions of the 
EOP’s agencies, the system elements to perform each of those functions, and 
the designation of the performance levels for those system elements. 


1TA is responsive to the Clinger-Cnhen Act (or ITMRA, Information 
Technology Management Reform Act of 1996”), which assigns agencies the 
responsibility of “developing, maintaining and facilitating the implementation 
of a sound and integrated information technology architecture.” 


Method of ITA : Actively engage all EOP agencies in the development and 
execution of the plan to synergize unique agency-specific IT goals with those 
of the enterprise. At present, we are working to update the February 1998 
version of our ITA to synchronize it with the draft Federal Enterprise 
Architecture Framework recently distributed by the CIO Council. 


Infor mation Tec hnology Manag ement Tea m (ITMTi : Established in 1 997 as 
the EOP-wide board for coordination of planning and budgeting for common 
IT activities. ITMT is at the core of our Information Technology Architecture 
(ITA). ITMT is also the locus of activity for IT business improvements, 
including, during the next year: 


Business studies where automation can enhance the services provided 
to the President and the American public. 

Continued customer driven assessment in the six core areas: 1) Help 
Desk, 2) common software, 3) electronic document management, 4) on 
the road trip package, 5) Intemet/Intranet strategy, and 6) 
telecommunications. 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 

• Capital Investment Plan fCIP'l : Includes the essential investments for 
modernizing the EOP environment to meet the needs of the President, his 
staff, and the technological needs of the American People. 

• IS&T I .eadership - The Associate Director for Information Systems and 
Technology, Dorothy E. Cleal, is the focal point for EOPY2K policies, and 
heads the IS&T management team which will implement Y2K to completion. 


What we will be doing with the CIP in FY 2000 : 1 

• Network Infrastructure— higher capacity, will prevent crashes. 

$ 4.7 million 

• Internet Infrastructure-to meet growth in e-mail and web applications, 
and provide better security. 

$715,000 

• Financial Systems— will enhance budget development and financial 
management. 

$1.1 million 

• Roll-out and Test Equipment-will enhance software development. 

$ 500,000 

• Mainframe Printers— will ensure capacity for overnight printing during 
OMB budget season. 

$ 500,000 

• ITA Initiatives— will provide enhanced electronic infrastructure (such as 
electronic forms and desktop teleconferencing). 

$ 1 million 

• Planning for FY2001 Projects— orderly analysis of FY2001 needs. 


‘Figures of over $ 1 million are rounded to the nearest $100,000 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 3 

$ 175,000 

Y2Klmlaautatlu: 

Per OA’s Y2K management strategy, four remaining phases of Y2K 

implementation: 1) Assessment, 2) Renovation, 3) Validation, 

4) Implementation. 2 60 (out of 68) mission critical systems require serious 

renovation. Projected Y2K compliance schedule is: 

• 50% compliant by June 1999 

• 75% compliant by August 1999 

• 100% compliant by October 1999 

Mission. Cri tical_Sys.te.m_Highlights: 

• 14 systems implemented by March 31, including 8 OMB software 
systems and the Enterprise Server Platform. 

• The voice mail system will be compliant by March 3 1 . The telephone 

system is already Y2K implemented, validation is being conducted this 
month. ' Wi,rc^ 

• The Enterprise Server will be in the implementation phase by March 
31. Cost: $719,500. 

• 95% of the EOP’s 2,300 PC’s will be in the implementation phase by 
March 3 1 ; 100% by June 30. 

• The new version of Federal FAMTS (Financial Accounting 
Management Information System), which is in the Y2K implementation 
phase, will be completed by July 3 1 , and activated by October 1 , 1999. 
FY99 Funding: $1,215,720 

• GSA has Y2K implemented all facility systems on the Complex, and is 


'The first phase, which we have completed, was the Awareness phase 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 

now reviewing its systems at the Remote Delivery Site (RDS). 

Partnership with the Department of Transportatio n (PQTJ to use DOT test 
plans, reports, IV&V data will accelerate implementation. This is a business 
strategy to ensure we are not reinventing the wheel. 


• Contractual arrangement for on-site Y2K technical support from 
October 1999 through March 2000 will be finalized in mid-1999. 

• OA is coordinating with WHCA for contingency support of telephone 
capability. 

• The ITMT is working on agency specific Business Continuity of 
Operations Plans using the Social Security Administration as a model. 
Testing will begin by July 1999. 

BTKIISSBtS: 


OMB Migration of Budget Applications : OMB is migrating its budget 
applications to a non-government computer center in New Jersey. Utilization 
of this new system will begin in the second half of 1999. OA will still 
provide OMB with extensive services to support production of the President’s 
budget, including mini-computer capabilities, programming, systems support, 
networking, printing, and output distribution 

Enterprise Server : Replaces old mainframe. Final testing and verification are 
underway. Expected to be fully operational by March 31, 1999. 

Electronic Search Requests : During calendar year 1998. 1S&T performed 33 
electronic records searches for congressional, independent counsel, and FOIA 
requests. Annual cost for system maintenance and searching is estimated at 
over $1 .5 million. Approximately 500,000 e-mail records are added each 
month. 


Mail 2 Reconstruction — Due to technical anomaly-fuser identifications hand 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 5 

keyed into the E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e- 
mail wasnot captured in ARMS The data not captured may still exist on 
server backup tapes taken periodically during the period of the problem. , One 
estimate received for the development of a systerp-to reconstruct unpaptured 
e-mail is $602,000. The Cost estimate for thp actual reco(d recovery is 
expected at completion 'of the developtnent'of the reconstruction system. 


t-Pursuant to the i 

75% complete. Last 25% to be completed by the end of fiscall 999. Cost so 
far is $4.5 million. Estimated further cost for completion is $650,000. 


-Required by OMB Circular A130 to ensure that an 
organization which may experience a disaster event has documented 
processes and procedures to quickly reestablish critical services. OA will 
complete its update of this plan in May 1999. Disaster recovery has been 
earmarked at $285,000 in the FY99 budget. A purchase order of over 
$160,000 has been issued to produce the plan 
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Mr. Heissner. It seems to be the contents or paraphrased, per- 
haps slightly modified version of the information I provided in the 
more nearly accurate version of the February 24 e-mail. 

Mr. Wilson. We appreciate the fact that you provided accurate 
information in a paper that was for draft hearing purposes. What 
we see is something that’s crossed out. Do you know whether this 
section was removed because someone did not want Congress to 
know about the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Heissner. I don’t know anything about this. This is the first 
time I’ve seen this document, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. It’s fair to characterize you wrote something that 
you thought was accurate, it was put in a briefing paper docu- 
ment — and I’m not saying you have to have contemporaneous 
knowledge of this, but you’re looking at something now that’s re- 
moved, and you have no further knowledge about it than that; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Who is this draft memo to? 

Mr. Zwerling. Can you identify it by a number? 

Mr. Burton. The one we were just talking about. 

Mr. Zwerling. The one he’s never seen or the one he made? 

Mr. Burton. The one that has the crossed-out part. 

Mr. Heissner. Exhibit 134, I don’t know. It is not clear from this 
document to whom it is written. 

Mr. Wilson. Our understanding, it was a memorandum prepared 
in anticipation of congressional hearings. Do you have any reason 
to know that that’s not correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That seems a very reasonable assumption, sir. 

Mr. Burton. But to whom would it be addressed? Who would 
this go to? It wouldn’t just go in a dead letter file. Who would it 
go to? 

Mr. Heissner. I don’t know. Again, this is the first time I’ve seen 
this. Normally, I’m not privy to documentation 

Mr. Burton. But you prepared this document, you said. 

Mr. Heissner. I prepared one paragraph, sir. Just that one item 
at the very end. It includes text I prepared in an e-mail. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Lyle, do you know whether this was a docu- 
ment prepared in advance of hearing? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, it was. It’s a draft document. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know whether the final version of this docu- 
ment ended up with no reference whatsoever to the Mail2 recon- 
struction problem? 

Mr. Lyle. To answer your question, Chairman Burton, this 
would be used to prepare the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion to testify for the Appropriations Committee, which at the time 
was Mr. Lindsay who was fully aware of this e-Mail2 anomaly that 
is included in this draft. And to answer your question, the final 
version did not contain reference to the e-Mail2 reconstruction. 

Mr. Burton. The crossed-out paragraph there was not in the 
final version. Who prepared the final version? 

Mr. Lyle. The final version was prepared jointly by me and my 
staff in preparation for inclusion in a book. 

Mr. Burton. Why was that paragraph left out? 
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Mr. Lyle. The reason the paragraph was left out is because the 
information that’s being included was in preparation for the fiscal 
year 2000 appropriations hearing which occurred in 1999; and the 
issues in this paper, if you look through it, discuss either ongoing 
projects or the future requests for funding that we would be seek- 
ing from the appropriators, the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Burton. Why was that paragraph on the e-mails left out? 

Mr. Lyle. Because the request for appropriations was not going 
to be requesting funds for the e-Mail2 reconstruction. 

Mr. Burton. Why? 

Mr. Lyle. Because a decision was made that the project had to 
be deferred in view of the Y2K crisis. 

Mr. Burton. But Congress had submitted subpoenas for these 
documents as well as the independent counsels and Justice Depart- 
ment and everybody else. So you’re saying action was deferred in- 
tentionally because of the Y2K problem? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir, absolutely not. As I said earlier, the people in 
the Office of Administration, myself and my staff, were unaware of 
any issues in terms of the subpoena compliance one way or an- 
other. Those communications had taken place earlier. We were 
working without any indication one way or another that there was 
any issue relative to the subpoena compliance. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Heissner who put that in there, he was aware 
of some subpoenas. He said that earlier in his testimony. He put 
that paragraph in. Didn’t you ask him why he put that paragraph 
in? 

Mr. Lyle. I wasn’t aware that Mr. Heissner put the paragraph 
in, but I can tell you that in terms of what I believe Mr. Heissner 
said earlier that he wasn’t aware of what goes on in terms of the 
subpoena compliance, as I said before, issues relative to subpoena 
compliance are handled in the White House counsel’s office. We 
provide information on those. 

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Lyle, when we interviewed you last week, we 
asked you why no one informed appropriators, congressional appro- 
priators before March 2000. This was your answer, and we wrote 
it down verbatim. This is the quote. When you go to appropriators, 
they ask a lot of questions. Let me read that again, because that 
is the verbatim quote. When you go to appropriators, they ask a 
lot of questions. Now, we didn’t followup. I admit we were amiss. 

First of all, what’s wrong with appropriators asking a lot of ques- 
tions? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t know what context you are referring to. 

Mr. Wilson. We’re talking about a question put before you to as 
to why before March 2000, nobody asked appropriators for money. 

Mr. Lyle. Can you show me the question and then my answer? 

Mr. Wilson. We can go back to you. We’ll can put that to you 
in the form of a letter and go back at that point. But I will ask 
this question. Why not — this is a question. We legitimately want 
you to help us. 

Mr. Lyle. And I am endeavoring to help you. 

Mr. Wilson. Why did you not look upon congressional testimony 
as an opportunity to tell Congress about this issue and inform 
them of the problems you faced, the money and personnel that you 
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needed, and simply to tell Congress what the state of play was on 
this matter? 

We’ve got documents where bullet points are getting removed. 
They are not going up the chain of command to people higher. 
From our perspective, and this is what we’re trying to work 
through, it appears that you had an opportunity — and I know Mr. 
Barry wanted somebody to move forward, and Mr. Heissner ap- 
pears to have done the right thing, and he’s drafted the bullet point 
that got crossed out. It looks like a lot of the people were trying 
to do the right thing in the Office of Administration. Good career 
people were trying to do the right thing. And our simple question 
is, why did you not think this is an opportunity; I can go and get 
help? 

Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry, I don’t understand your question. 

Mr. Wilson. All right. Let me try it again. 

You’re going to go before Congress. You’re going to go before con- 
gressional appropriators. You had a problem. You had people who 
wanted to fix the problem. You had Mark Lindsay that said it was 
a priority of his, a first priority to fix this problem. You had people 
that knew that unless you had money and unless you had people 
to work on this problem, you weren’t going to move forward. So 
why didn’t you think this is a good opportunity as a public servant, 
as a lawyer, an officer of the court, I can go to Congress. I can tell 
them about this problem. I can make myself right with the law. I 
can get help, and then we’ll be able to fix the problem. 

Mr. Lyle. You have to look at the context at the time in terms 
of what was happening in the Executive Office of the President. 
There were a lot of things that you said in your preparatory 
statements 

Mr. Wilson. You could have given Congress the context. 

Mr. Lyle. Do you want me to answer that question or the ques- 
tion you asked before? Which question? 

Mr. Wilson. Please continue. Please answer the first question, 
and then I’ll ask the second question. 

Mr. Lyle. The context that the Office of Administration was in 
at the time was the Y2K crisis that I discussed with you at length 
during our interview. That project was the No. 1 priority. It wasn’t 
just the No. 1 priority within the Executive Office of the President. 
It was the No. 1 priority governmentwide in terms of information 
technology, nationwide and worldwide. 

I don’t think there’s any dispute about that the Executive Office 
of the President’s computer system was in antiquated condition and 
it needed to be taken from that state into a modernized, Y2K-com- 
pliant system. That was the No. 1 priority that our appropriators — 
and I believe this committee — Mr. Horn, I believe, was also keenly 
interested in our progress on how we were doing. 

As you will recall, the goal was for governmentwide 
compliance 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t you at least put it in there and at least 
bring it up before the appropriators? Why not at least tell the ap- 
propriators we’ve got this problem? Y2K is a priority, but this is 
a problem because Congress has subpoenaed documents, the inde- 
pendent counsel has, the Justice Department has, and we can’t get 
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this without additional personnel and money. Why didn’t you just 
at least bring it up instead of crossing it out? 

Mr. Lyle. I understand, Mr. Burton. Again, the Office of Admin- 
istration people and myself were operating without any knowledge 
of any concerns or issues relative to any subpoenas that this com- 
mittee or any other 

Mr. Burton. You knew about the e-mail problem. 

Mr. Lyle. We knew that we had the back-up tapes, that they 
were secure. 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t you at least ask for the money and the 
personnel to solve that problem even though you had the Y2K 
problem? 

Mr. Lyle. Again, as I explained to Mr. Kolbe, our appropri- 
ators — and as I said earlier, the Y2K issue was the top priority 

Mr. Burton. I understand that. But you could have also put this 
in there. There wasn’t one or the other. Why was it taken out? 

Mr. Lyle. The project e-Mail2 reconstruction project had to be 
deferred, like a variety of other non-Y2K projects, because we had 
limited resources available to solve the No. 1 crisis facing 

Mr. Burton. Doesn’t Congress have a role to play in the deci- 
sionmaking process of what priorities are? You were supposed to go 
before Congress and tell them what the problems were. Y2K was 
a problem. The e-mail was a problem, but you didn’t even mention 
that. Why? 

Mr. Lyle. The Congress is certainly on a variety of issues a place 
where we go, and we have a very good relationship that we forged 
with our appropriators. The request was submitted on March 20, 
2000. 

Mr. Burton. Why didn’t you ask? Why didn’t you have that in 
there? 

Mr. Lyle. Because of the Y2K problem. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Heissner, if I may go back to you for just a mo- 
ment. If you go to exhibit 94 again, it’s the exhibit we were looking 
at a moment ago, the e-mail from yourself to Christa Moyle. Down 
the bottom of the page, the very bottom, it says, current status. 
And it says, and I quote, awaiting funding and management deci- 
sion to proceed. Is it fair to say — is it correct to say that the man- 
agement decision and the funding decision was finally made in 
February and March 2000? You didn’t have any decision in 1998 
or 1999? Is that fair? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Your time has expired. We’ll try to get back to 
those questions. Mr. Waxman’s time now. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, we’ll take our half-hour of counsel 
time on this side. I want to yield to Mr. Schiliro. 

Mr. Schiliro. If I were watching this on TV, Mr. Lyle and Mr. 
Heissner, I’d be confused because there seem to be conversations 
about the same problem but two separate applications. We have 
one e-mail problem where, in the ARMS Lotus interface, a number 
of e-mails were not captured by this system. As I understood Mr. 
Lindsay’s testimony in a previous hearing, it was a priority for him 
to fix that prospectively. That was not your responsibility, was it, 
Mr. Heissner, to do the actual repair of the interface problem? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 
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Mr. Schiliro. That was a responsibility of the Northrop Grum- 
man employees. So counsel was asking you questions before about 
whether Mr. Lindsay talked with you about that because that was 
a priority of Mr. Lindsay’s to fix it, but it would not have made any 
sense for Mr. Lindsay to talk with you about fixing that problem 
prospectively because that was not your responsibility. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Schiliro. When we look at the missing e-mails, we’re really 
looking at two different issues. Mr. Lyle referred to this. There’s a 
subpoena issue where e-mails were not produced in response to 
subpoenas, and then there’s the issue you focus on which is the ar- 
chival responsibility. And is that why you wrote what you referred 
to before as Exhibit 92 and counsel referred to as Exhibit 94? 

Mr. Heissner. I believe the intent of the nearly more accurate 
version was describe the status of the Mail2 reconstruction, the re- 
construction of mail non-records managed e-mail that was still re- 
siding on tapes but had not been recovered and put into narrative. 

Mr. Schiliro. But your focus was not on that issue in response 
to subpoenas. Your focus was because there was an archival re- 
sponsibility to reconstruct these tapes at some point? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Schiliro. So when the chairman had and others had been 
asking you questions about subpoenas, that wasn’t in your mind at 
all at that point. You just had a responsibility to make sure the ar- 
chives were correct for the future? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. The responsibilities had to do with 
the technical issues in, No. 1, assuring that all the tapes were 
maintained; No. 2, getting a system designed that would enable the 
recovery of these records; and, No. 3, to perform the recovery even- 
tually. 

Mr. Schiliro. It would not have even have been within your re- 
sponsibility to be concerned with subpoenas when it came to this 
issue? 

Mr. Heissner. My responsibility with respect to subpoenas was 
to respond to them as I received them. 

Mr. Schiliro. So again in the context of reconstructing the miss- 
ing e-mails, it was not presented to you in the context of respond- 
ing to previous subpoenas? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s absolutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. When you wrote that e-mail and then it got picked 
up in a briefing memo — but your responsibility in writing the e- 
mail was not to inform Congress; is that correct? You weren’t told 
you’re writing this because you have to inform Congress of the 
problem. 

Mr. Heissner. No. The intention was to clearly state the problem 
as it existed. 

The document that you’re seeing, exhibit 94, is part of exhibit 92 
and just shows the context in which this response took place. It 
seems that Ms. Moyle asked me to explain what Tony was talking 
about, and so this is the explanation I believe. On the E 3878, 
which is the second page of exhibit 92, Mr. Barry described the sit- 
uation and gave the information, and I was asked to explain that. 

Mr. Schiliro. Again, I don’t want to be redundant, but the con- 
text of this was not for you to inform Congress or for anyone there 
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to inform Congress of a specific problem. It was for you to try to 
estimate how much it would cost to do this reconstruction for archi- 
val purposes? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Lyle, is that your understanding as well? 

There are really two buckets of issues here, subpoenas and archi- 
val issues, and that when you came on board, your understand- 
ing — and in fact it’s the understanding I think that Mr. Lindsay 
had — is that missing e-mails had no relevance to subpoena prob- 
lems because the White House counsel’s office — Beth Nolan had 
testified to this at the last hearing — had run a test in June 1998. 
Pursuant to that test, they concluded the missing material had al- 
ready been provided to the independent counsel, and so as far as 
they were concerned there wasn’t missing information. 

Your operative thinking then became not one of a subpoena prob- 
lem in terms of compliance. You believed the problem was fixed 
prospectively, and so in 1999, when you looked at the appropria- 
tions process, the question you faced was the need to provide — do 
we need to ask Congress for money to fix the archival problem, not 
anything in relation to subpoenas and information we may not 
have produced. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s right. We were asking for funds in our budget 
submission for all kinds of — as I said, the Y2K issues. 

That other aspect in terms of the e-Mail2 project was one that 
had to be deferred and it was only relative to, OK, we’ve got the 
back-up tapes. They are available. We’ve got them in our data cen- 
ter. They are secure for the anomaly. 

The question then is, for purposes of our archiving for Federal 
records, for Presidential records, all of those purposes, that was the 
focus of the project. There were no issues in terms of subpoena 
compliance whatsoever that we were operating under, and it was 
in that vein that we viewed the project at that time, which is why 
it was deferred with a variety of the other non-Y2K projects and 
we focused all of our energy and efforts on the Y2K problem. 

We had the back-up tapes secure in the data center, as I said, 
for the e-Mail2 anomaly and for the letter D anomaly; and now 
once Y2K had passed we were in a position to go to Congress and 
provide them with information about the cost associated with the 
reconstruction effort, possible contractors to do it, and how we were 
planning on proceeding which took our significant involvement 
from our information technology experts within the Office of Ad- 
ministration who had previously been dedicated to the Y2K prob- 
lem. Now they were free to focus on the reconstruction project, 
which is exactly what we have been doing and are currently doing. 

Mr. Schiliro. That would explain why that paragraph was 
crossed out of a briefing memo that you were asked about before? 

Mr. Lyle. Exactly. Funding was not being requested at that time 
for the e-Mail2 reconstruction effort. We’ve asked for it in March 
of this year. 

Mr. Schiliro. Without any of that explanation that you just pro- 
vided or Mr. Heissner provided, if someone were just looking at the 
paper evidence we have, one could speculate, well, maybe some- 
thing was happening here and people did not want Congress to 
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know because there’s material crossed out. But neither of you were 
aware of any sentiment of doing that? 

Mr. Heissner, you were never in a position where you felt you 
had an affirmative duty to inform Congress and someone came to 
you and said you could not do that and you had to keep this quiet? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s absolutely correct, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. You never heard any discussions in the White 
House, anybody in the halls talking about any effort to keep this 
quiet or keep it away from Congress? 

Mr. Lyle. No. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m pleased we got that clarification, because the 
chairman seemed very frustrated with the knowledge that we now 
have that some of those e-mails that had not been captured might 
not have been turned over to investigators, this committee and the 
independent counsel and other investigators. So he wanted to know 
why you didn’t ask for this capturing of those past e-mails as a pri- 
ority for funding. But your explanation is you didn’t even know 
anything about past e-mails not having been — not made available 
to all the investigators. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s right. Those matters simply were not handled 
in the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, Mr. Lyle, I want to ask you some questions 
about these several versions of talking points, some of which are 
dated February 24, 1999, which were produced to our committee. 
These documents are numbered E 4382-4406. Could you explain to 
us the purpose of these talking points, who were they for and why 
were they prepared? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, sir. These are various drafts which you have 
marked in the book exhibit 132 it looks like through 134. These are 
draft documents that were prepared by the Office of the General 
Counsel and the Office of Administration in preparation for the di- 
rector of the Office of Administration’s testimony before our appro- 
priators. It is various iterations, as you can see. It’s for inclusion 
in materials that the director will review in preparation for his tes- 
timony. 

In this particular case, the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion at this time was Mark Lindsay; and these drafts were simply 
put together by me and my staff to prepare him for that testimony. 
These are internal documents. They are not documents that are in- 
tended to be conveyed in their form to Congress. They are to im- 
part information to the director as best we could anticipate in 
terms of what he would need to testify. So these are internal docu- 
ments, and what you see are the various considerations that went 
through until a final version was submitted for Mr. Lindsay. 

[Exhibits 132 and 133 follow:] 
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ISSIL INF0RMAT1IN TECHN91BGY 
KEY UttS/CBNCETTS: 


An evolving plan covering all 
functional infonnarion technology activities to achieve the missions of the 
EOP’s agencies, the system elements to perform each of those functions, and 
the designation of the performance levels for those system elements. 


ITA is responsive to the Clinger-Cohen Act (or ITMRA, Information 
Technology Management Reform Act of 1996”), which assigns agencies the 
responsibility of “developing, maintaining and facilitating the implementation 
of a sound and integrated information technology architecture.” 


Method of ITA : Actively engage all EOP agencies in the development and 
execution of the plan to synergize unique agency-specific IT goals with those 
of the enterprise. At present, we are working to update the February 1998 
version of our ITA to synchronize it with the draft Federal Enterprise 
Architecture Framework recently distributed by the CIO Council. 


ITA Management and Implementation Plan : Provides the road map on how 
the EOP will execute its ITA. 


Information Technology Management Team (ITMT1 : Established in 1997 as 
the EOP-wide board for coordination of planning and budgeting for common 
IT activities. ITMT is at the core of our Information Technology Architecture 
(ITA), ITMT is also the locus of activity for IT business improvements, 
including, during the next year: 

► Business studies where automation can enhance the services provided 
to the President and the American public 

► Continued customer driven assessment in the six core areas: 1) Help 
Desk, 2) common software, 3) electronic document management, 4) on 
the road trip package, 5) Intemet/Intranet strategy, and 6) 
telecommunications. 


; EXHIBIT 

£ w 
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Capital Investment Plan (CIP) : Includes the essential investments for 
modernizing the EOP environment to meet the needs of the President, his 
staff, and the technological needs of the American People. 

IS&T Leadership : The Associate Director for Information Systems and 
Technology, Dorothy E. Cleal, is the focal point for EOPY2K policies, and 
heads the IS&T management team which will implement Y2K to completion. 


What we will he doing with the CIP in FY 2000 1 

• Network Infrastructure-higher capacity, will prevent crashes. 

$ 4.7 million 

• Internet Infrastructure— to meet growth in e-mail and web applications, 
and provide better security. 

$715,000 

• Financial Systems— will enhance budget development and financial 
management. 

$1.1 million 

• Roll-out and Test Equipment-will enhance software development. 

$ 500,000 

• Mainframe Printers-will ensure capacity for overnight printing during 
OMB budget season 

$ 500,000 

• JTA Initiatives— will provide enhanced electronic infrastructure (such as 
electronic forms and desktop teleconferencing). 

S 1 million 

• Planning for FY2001 Projects— orderly analysis of FY2001 needs. 

$ 175,000 


'Figures of over S 1 million are rounded to the nearest $ 100,000. 
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Y2KlMl*Mitatlai: 

Per OA’s Y2K management strategy, four remaining phases of Y2K 

implementation: 1) Assessment, 2) Renovation, 3) Validation, 

4) Implementation. 2 60 (out of 68) mission critical systems require serious 

renovation. Projected Y2K compliance schedule is: 

• 50% compliant by June 1999 

• 75% compliant by August 1999 

• 100% compliant by October 1999 

Mission Critical System Highlights : 

• 14 systems implemented by March 3 1 , including 8 OMB software 
systems and the Enterprise Server Platform. 

• The voice mail system will be compliant by March 3 1 . The telephone 
system is already Y2K implemented, testing is being conducted this 
month. 

• The Enterprise Server will be in the implementation phase by March 
31. Cost: $719,500. 

• 95% of the EOP’s 2,300 PC’s will be in the implementation phase by 
March 31; 100% by June 30. 

• The new version of Federal FAMIS (Financial Accounting 
Management Information System), which is in the Y2K implementation 
phase, will be completed by July 31, and activated by October 1. 1999. 
FY99 Funding: $1,215,720 

• GSA has Y2K implemented all facility systems on the Complex, and is 
now reviewing its systems at the Remote Delivery Site (RDS). 


‘The first phase, which we have completed, was the Awareness phase 
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Partnership with the Department of Transportation (DOB to use DOT test 
plans, reports, IV&V data will accelerate implementation. This is a business 
strategy to ensure we are not reinventing the wheel. 

Contingency Plans : 

• Contractual arrangement for on-site Y2K technical support from 
October 1999 through March 2000 will be finalized in mid-1999. 

• OA is coordinating with WHCA for contingency support of telephone 
capability. 

• The ITMT is working on agency specific Business Continuity of 
Operations Plans using the Social Security Administration as a model. 
Testing will begin by July 1999. 

gnu issdis: 

• OMB Migration of Budget Applications : OMB is migrating its budget 
applications to a non-govemment computer center m New Jersey. Utilization 
of this new system will begin in the second half of 1999. OA will still 
provide OMB with extensive services to support production of the President’s 
budget, including mini-computer capabilities, programming, systems support, 
networking, printing, and output distribution. 

• F.nterprise Server : Replaces old mainframe. Final testing and verification are 
underway. Expected to be fully operational by March 31, 1999. 

• Electronic Search Requests : During calendar year 1998, 1S&T performed 33 
electronic records searches for congressional, independent counsel, and FOIA 
requests. Annual cost for system maintenance and searching is estimated at 
over $1.5 million. Approximately 500,000 e-mail records are added each 
month. 

• All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction -Pursuant to the Armstrong litigation. 

75% complete. Last 25% to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so 
far is $4.5 million. Estimated further cost for completion is $650,000. 
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Disaster Recoven-' Plan --Required by OMB Circular A130 to ensure that an 
organization which may experience a disaster event has documented 
processes and procedures to quickly reestablish critical services. OA will 
complete its update of this plan in May 1999. Disaster recovery has been 
earmarked at $285,000 in the FY99 budget. A purchase order of over 
$160,000 has been issued to produce the plan. 


E 4386 



593 


* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * 



ISSUE; INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 


KIY UUS/CONCEPTS: 

• Information Technology Architecture (ITA) : An evolving plan covering all 
functional information technology activities to achieve the missions of the 
EOP’s agencies, the system elements to perform each of those functions, and 
the designation of the performance levels for those system elements. 

• ITA is responsive to the Clinger-Cohen Act (or ITMRA, Information 
Technology Management Reform Act of 1996”), which assigns agencies the 
responsibility of “developing, maintaining and facilitating the implementation 
of a sound and integrated information technology architecture.” 


Method of ITA : Actively engage all EOP agencies in the development and 
execution of the plan to synergize unique agency-specific IT goals with those 
of the enterprise. At present, vve are working to update the February 1 998 
version of our ITA to synchronize it with the draft Federal Enterprise 
Architecture Framework recently distributed by the CIO Council. 


Information Technology Management Team flTMT 'l: Established in 1997 as 
the EOP-wide board for coordination of planning and budgeting for common 
IT activities. ITMT is at the core of our Information Technology Architecture 
(ITA). ITMT is also the locus of activity for IT business improvements, 
including, during the next year: 


Business studies where automation can enhance the services provided 
to the President and the American public. 


► Continued customer driven assessment in the six core areas; 1) Help 
Desk, 2) common software, 3) electronic document management, 4) on 
the road trip package, 5) Intcmet/lntranet strategy, and 6) 
telecommunications. 

"T T f\ hi«v v. > -v J.yU - ,■ - . 1 9 - Pr» -FK 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * : 

Capital Investment Plan (QP) : Includes the essential investments for 
modernizing the EOP environment to meet the needs of the President, his 
staff, and the technological needs of the American People. 

TSifrT Leadership : The Associate Director for Information Systems and 
Technology, Dorothy E. Cleal, is the focal point for EOPY2K policies, and 
heads the IS&T management team which will implement Y2K to completion. 


What we will he doing with the CIP in FY 2000 : 1 

• Network Infrasti ..cture— higher capacity, will prevent crashes. 

$ 4.7 million 

• Internet Infrastructure-to meet growth in e-mail and web applications, 
and provide better security. 

$ 715,000 

• Financial Systems— will enhance budget development and financial 
management. 

$1.1 million 

• Roll-out and Test Equipment-will enhance software development. 

$ 500,000 

• Mainframe Printers-will ensure capacity for overnight printing during 
OMB budget season. 

S 500,000 

• ITA Initiatives— will provide enhanced electronic infrastructure (such as 
electronic forms and desktop teleconferencing). 

$ 1 million 

• Planning for FY2001 Projects-orderly analysis of FY2001 needs. 


'Figures of over $ 1 million are rounded to the nearest $100,000 
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$ 175,000 

Y2Xlapl»aatidti: 

Per OA’s Y2K management strategy, four remaining phases of Y2K 

implementation: 1) Assessment, 2) Renovation, 3) Validation, 

4) Implementation. 2 60 (out of 68) mission critical systems require serious 

renovation. Projected Y2K compliance schedule is: 

• 50% compliant by June 1999 

• 75% compliant by August 1999 

• 1 00% compliant by October 1 999 

Mission Critical System Highlights : 

• 14 systems implemented by March 31, mcluding 8 OMB software 
systems and the Enterprise Server Platform. 

• The voice mail system will be compliant by March 31 . The telephone 
system is already Y2K implemented, validation is being conducted this 
month. 

• The Enterprise Server will be in the implementation phase by March 
31. Cost: $719,500. 

• 95% of the EOP’s 2,300 PC’s will be in the implementation phase by 
March 3 1 ; 1 00% by June 30. 

• The new version of Federal FAMIS (Financial Accounting 
Management Information System), which is in the Y2K implementation 
phase, will be completed bv July 31 , and activated by October 1 , 1999. 
FY99 Funding: $1,2 15, 720 

• GSA has Y2K implemented all facility systems on the Complex, and is 


The first phase, which we have completed, was the Awareness phase. 
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* * * DRAFT 2/24/99 (pm) * * * 4 

now reviewing its systems at the Remote Delivery Site (RDS). 

Partnership with the Department of Transportation (DOTJ to use DOT test 
plans, reports, IV&V data will accelerate implementation. This is a business 
strategy to ensure we are not reinventing the wheel. 

Contingency Plans : 

• Contractual arrangement for on-site Y2K technical support from 
October 1999 through March 2000 will be finalized in mid-1999. 

• OA is coordinating w ith WHCA for contingency support of telephone 
capability. 

• The ITMT is working on agency specific Business Continuity of 
Operations Plans using the Social Security Administration as a model. 
Testing will begin by July 1999. 

OTHU ISSUES: 

• OMR Migration of Budget Applications : OMB is migrating its budget 
applications to a non-govemment computer center in New Jersey. Utilization 
of this new system will begin in the second half of 1999, OA will still 
provide OMB with extensive sen/tces to support production of the President’s 
budget, including mini-computer capabilities, programming, systems support, 
networking, printing, and output distribution. 

• Enterprise Server : Replaces old mainframe. Final testing and verification are 
underway. Expected to be fully operational by March 31,1 999. 

• Electronic Search Requests . During calendar year 1998, 1S&T performed 33 
electronic records searches for congressional, independent counsel, and FOIA 
requests. Annual cost for system maintenance and searching is estimated at 
over $1.5 million. Approximately 500,000 e-mail records are added each 
month. 

• Mail 2 Reconstruction — Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications hand 
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keyed into the E-mail system as all capitals), some White House and OPD e- 
mail was not captured in ARMS. The data not captured may still exist on 
server backup tapes taken periodically during the period of the problem. One 
estimate received for the development of a system to reconstruct uncaptured 
e-mail is $602,000. The cost estimate for the actual record recovery is 
expected at completion of the development of the reconstruction system. 

All-in-One F-Mail Reconstruction -Pursuant to the Arm strong litigation. 

75% complete. Last 25% to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so 
far is $4.5 million. Estimated further cost for completion is $650,000. 

Disaster Recovery Plan — Required by OMB Circular ADO to ensure that an 
organization which may experience a disaster event has documented 
processes and procedures to quickly reestablish critical services. OA will 
complete its update of this plan in May 1999. Disaster recovery has been 
earmarked at $285,000 in the FY99 budget. A purchase order of over 
$160,000 has been issued to produce the plan. 


E 4391 
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Mr. Waxman. These are talking points not for the Congress, not 
to be put into the public record at a hearing by the Congress but 
simply to inform Mr. Lindsay of the different issues when he goes 
before the appropriations committee and asks them to continue to 
fund for the next fiscal year the activities of the Office of Adminis- 
tration? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s quite right. The focus, as you can see in reading 
these, is the appropriations before him at the time, the fiscal year 
2000 . 

Mr. Waxman. There are several different drafts of the talking 
points. Were you involved in drafting the talking points? 

Mr. Lyle. I have no memory of reviewing these at the time — 
around this time that they were being drafted in the March — I’m 
sorry, in the February 1999, timeframe, but I have seen them since 
then in connection with producing documents here for this commit- 
tee. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you have any personal knowledge of how the 
talking points were prepared? 

Mr. Lyle. No, I do not. I should say I know they were prepared 
by my staff, that they gathered information from a group of — a va- 
riety of materials that were provided by the Information Systems 
and Technology branch within the Office of Administration and 
that the information — the concepts and the bullet points that were 
provided focused, as you can see, on the capital improvement — cap- 
ital investment program or plan and then also on the Y2K imple- 
mentation which was the main thrust of where we were at that 
particular time. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you had any subsequent conversations with 
Office of Administration or OA personnel about the drafting of 
these talking points? 

Mr. Lyle. Subsequent to? 

Mr. Waxman. The time they were given to Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lyle. The final draft would be the one that would be given 
to Mr. Lindsay. I was shown these in connection with a document 
production that was being done for this committee, and I had con- 
versations with my staff in the context of those at that time. 

Mr. Waxman. One draft numbered E 4392 through E 4396 is la- 
beled Kate’s comments. Who is Kate? 

Mr. Lyle. That would be Catherine Anderson. We call her Kate. 

Mr. Waxman. Who is she? 

Mr. Lyle. She is an attorney in the Office of General Counsel in 
the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Waxman. This is a draft of the talking points that Ms. An- 
derson reviewed with her notations; is that correct? 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. There’s a bullet point referring to the Mail2 recon- 
struction project in this draft that has been scribbled out by hand, 
and that same bullet point does not appear to be in what seems 
to be the final version of the document. Do you know why Ms. An- 
derson scribbled out the bullet point? 

Mr. Lyle. Based on my discussions with her, these — that par- 
ticular issue was removed because the thrust of these — of this in- 
formation and the thrust of the — the purpose for which it was 
being prepared was an appropriations hearing for fiscal year 2000, 



599 


and the projects and the issues and the discussions in here were 
the capital improvement — I’m sorry, the capital investment plan for 
fiscal year 2000 and also the Y2K implementation issue which was 
an ongoing — it was — we needed to move into the year 2000. There 
was discussion of those current issues relative to the budget sub- 
mission. 

The e-Mail2 reconstruction project was not relevant because it 
was not — the funds were not being sought for the e-Mail2 recon- 
struction project in this appropriation, the subject of this material. 

Also, bear in mind, as I said earlier, this is being prepared for 
Mr. Lindsay, who is the director of the Office of Administration at 
the time; and he, as you all know, knew a great deal about the 
Mail2 reconstruction project. 

Mr. Waxman. Then let’s pin it down even further. Did Ms. An- 
derson remove the Mail2 bullet as an attempt to prevent the Con- 
gress from finding out about the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Lyle. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. In fact, returning to the point you made earlier, 
did you or Ms. Anderson view the Mail2 issue as a problem affect- 
ing the White House’s ability to comply with document requests of 
subpoenas? 

Mr. Lyle. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. To your knowledge, the decision about whether or 
not to include the Mail2 bullet had nothing whatsoever to do with 
the issue of notifying Congress of problems of subpoena compli- 
ance? 

Mr. Lyle. No, it had nothing to do with that. 

Mr. Waxman. To sum up, Ms. Anderson did not think Mail2 re- 
construction was an issue for this particular appropriations hear- 
ing; and she further thought that, if the issue did come up, Mr. 
Lindsay was well equipped to respond as he had been the one who 
handled the Mail2 problem originally; is that right, Mr. Lyle? 

Mr. Lyle. That’s right. Ms. Anderson is a very capable, hard- 
working lawyer, and that is exactly the reason that she was pro- 
ceeding. 

Mr. Waxman. When you come in and ask for money, you could 
ask for everything you might possibly want funded, but you ulti- 
mately have to make some decisions on priorities. And this was not 
a priority at that time, to get funds to go back and examine the 
back-up tapes, as you saw it, for archival purposes and for no other 
reason. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s right. 

Mr. Waxman. It’s really not fair for people to come in and say 
you should have known the subpoenas were not being complied 
with because you had no knowledge of it. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s exactly correct. We had no knowledge of the 
issues of subpoena, so we were making prioritizations based on the 
needs at the time, and the paramount concern was the Y2K issue. 
The other information technology types of projects that were non- 
Y2K needed to be deferred. 

Mr. Waxman. Could you imagine what this committee would do 
if your computers failed the Y2K because you were trying to get the 
archives ready for the future historians? 
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Mr. Lyle. If our computer system had failed, I think this com- 
mittee and I dare say a variety of other committees would have 
been very displeased with our — including my boss and my boss’s 
boss all the way up in the White House, there would have been 
great displeasure; and, thankfully, we didn’t have to face that. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m pleased that you’ve clarified this issue. Be- 
cause it seemed like, with some of the other questions, were trying 
to confuse it; and so it’s clear now what we’re talking about, dif- 
ferent issues. When they are all mixed together, you can try to 
paint a picture to fit in with preconceived notions, but if you look 
at the facts as they were, I now understand your position. 

Mr. Schiliro. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Heissner, this is my last question. I just want 
to make sure we’re completely clear on this point. Your only in- 
volvement in the e-mail reconstruction is as it pertains to the ar- 
chival responsibilities? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, sir, that’s correct. 

Mr. Schiliro. It’s not because you were asked to inform Con- 
gress and it’s not because you were asked to comply with subpoe- 
nas and there was some information that wasn’t provided? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. Thank you, Mr. Heissner. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m going to — even though we have more time al- 
lotted to us in this period of questioning, I’m going to yield it back. 
I think Mr. Shays is probably waiting for his turn; and if there are 
other witnesses, we’ll get our opportunity to go through it further. 
But I very much appreciate the testimony both of you have given. 
It has been a useful clarification. 

Mr. Barr [presiding]. The ranking member yields back the bal- 
ance of his time. The chair recognizes the gentleman from Con- 
necticut for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Mr. Lyle, Mr. Heissner, concealing subpoenaed or requested in- 
formation is a crime. And the bottom line is, in my judgment, the 
White House obstructed justice, and we’re just trying to see who 
did it. So that’s the challenge. 

I want to make sure that I understand your point, Mr. Heissner, 
that you clearly stated the problem as it existed. What does that 
mean? In response to Mr. Waxman, you clearly stated the problem 
as it existed. What was the problem as it existed and who did you 
state it to? 

Mr. Heissner. In the sense of which the question was asked, I 
believe it refers to the Mail2 server failure. 

Mr. Shays. Let’s start with that. How did you clearly state the 
problem? 

Mr. Heissner. How do I clearly state the problem? 

Mr. Shays. Yes. You told somebody. 

Mr. Heissner. There was documentation of which I described the 
problem. 

Mr. Shays. And that there were — in the Mail2 problem, there 
were 246,000 potential e-mails that were not discovered in the site. 
That’s exhibit 1. That’s what we learned from Northrop, and that’s 
what you learned from Northrop on June 18. 

[Exhibit 1 follows:] 
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SUBJECT: 


E-Mail Records, Management-. Syste m 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system* supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in^response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads v Mail2". However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand- keyed 
using all capital letters as '"MAIL2". Because ARMS was net 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS, These omitted types of e-mail 
include : 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification mess 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

^ Return non-receipts {return receipt failures) 
i"J Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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Mr. Heissner. No, I have never seen this before. I’m sorry. But 
what is the question, sir? 

Mr. Shays. You’ve never seen the document from Northrop that 
talked about the different — all the different people that potentially 
had e-mails that might be relevant to the impeachment hearings, 
relevant to this committee, relevant to Mr. Starr? You 

Mr. Zwerling. We may have a problem, Congressman, because 
document 

Mr. Shays. Exhibit 162. It’s exhibit 1 on mine. I’m sorry — exhibit 
63. I’m going to need another 5 minutes when we’re done here if 
we’re spending all the time looking here. 

Why is this such a mystery to you? 

[Exhibit 63 follows:] 
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To: 


cc: 

From: 


Date: 

Subject 

End: 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Gnimman conference room on December 9, 
1998. Attendees included Dale Helms, DeVere Patton, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson, and Joe 
Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

A consolidated IWO chart (Attachment 1) was distributed from which IWOs were reviewed. A 
synopsis of the IWO review portion of the meeting follows. The Base Services IWO, 1999-EOP- 
001, was reviewed last 

• 1999-IST-002, Documentation and Modification of Lotus Notes/ ARMS: This 
IWO is still in the Government's possession. The Government stated it was 
viewing this IWO in two phases. Phase one would be the documentation and 
covered under the Base Services IWO; phase two, the modification portion of this 
IWO would be part of the Government's Y2K initiatives. 

• 1999-EOP-003, E-mail Reconstruction Processing: Northrop Grumman received 
from the Government electronic approval to perform services of this IWO at a 
specified level. The Government stated this IWO has been signed. 
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Weekly COTR Meeting December 9, 1998 

(1) IWO Tracking Sheet (Hardcopy Only) 

(2) Insight Article (Hardcopy Only) 

(3) Past Due Invoice Memo (Hardcopy Only) 

(4) Action Item Form (Hardcopy Only) 
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• 1999-E0P-004, EOP Y2K Modd 204 Data Extraction: Northrop Grumman 
recdved from the Government dectronlc approval to perform services of this TWO 
at a specified level. The Government stated this IWO had been signed, 

• I999-CAB-005, Cabinet Affairs Support: There was no change of status with this 
IWO. It was submitted to the Government on November 30, 1998. It is still in the 
Government's technical review process. 

• I999-CAB-006, OMB PC Rollout and Redeployment: The Government stated this 
IWO has been signed by the CO and the new COTR. The Government apprised 
Northrop Grumman that because of other activities, it does not anticipate the NT 
4.0 rollout occurring in January 1999. 

• 1 999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-mail Reconstruction: This IWO and the ROM quote that 
Northrop Grumman delivered to the Government at the last COTR meeting 
(12/2/98), is still being reviewed by the Government. Northrop Grumman read a 
portion of and then provided to the Government a hardcopy of an Insight article 
entitled “Looking for Information in All the Wrong Place" (Attachment 2) which 
was referenced in the Drudge report. There was no clear indication as to the slant 
of the Drudge report (liberal, conservative, moderate, apolitical, etc.), but the 
Insight article referenced the Government’s efforts in initiating an e-mail 
reconstruction project. Northrop Grumman informed this meeting’s attendees that 
it had alerted the Government about the article as soon as Northrop Grumman 
discovered it. Northrop Grumman emphasized it would proceed with this IWO as 
it would with any other technical problem. Northrop Grumman re-emphasized that 
no actions on its part has been or will be clandestine in any way. Northrop 
Grumman informed the Government a separate IWO would be required to 
evaluate the tapes as the review of each tape exceeds an hour, and there are 
hundreds of tapes. The overall effort would far exceed the services covered in the 
Base Services IWO. The Government requested Northrop Grumman to perform at 
least one evaluation of a tape. Northrop Grumman agreed. 

• 1999-EOP-008, Personnel and Payroll, Phase 1, Part 2: There was no change of 
status with this IWO. It was submitted to the Government on November 30, 1998. 
It is still in the Government’s technical review process. 

• 1999-EOP-009, PC Inventory: The Government questioned who had authorized 
this IWO as the CO and the COTR had no knowledge of its initiation. The 
Government requested the IWO be presented to the COTR and CO in attendance 
before any additional processing of this IWO takes place. Northrop Grumman 


Northrop Grumman 


EOPNO-98-0121- December It, 1998 


NGL 00253 



605 


informed the Government the IWO had already been submitted for pricing, but it 
would be presented to the Government as requested, 

I998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redeployment: This IWO has been signed by the 
Government, Northrop Grumman and the Government still needs to work: together 
to develop a special invoicing methodology to use for this effort. An action item to 
conduct a meeting to address the invoicing issue is open. Northrop Grumman 
asked the Government to help it gain a better understanding of the environmental 
logistics associated with this IWO effort. More personnel would be needed to 
make the required 'network drops' to support this effort. Northrop Grumman 
asked to meet with the Government to determine the most cost-effective approach 
to implement not only this rollout effort, but also any other IWO rollout efforts. 

1998-EOP-023, Re-engineering Office of the Executive Cleric This IWO has been 
signed by the Government. Northrop Grumman had initiated a new cost proposal 
to reflect the higher costing rate of the Visual Baric programmer assigned to the 
task. The bottom line of the new proposal would not be increased because the 
schedule upon which the effort was based was shortened. The Government stated 
that a new cost proposal would not be necessary in that case since the funds had 
already been allocated and there was no impact on the overall project cost. 

1998-EOP-OOl, Base Services: The Government acknowledged that this IWO had 
been signed and returned to Northrop Grumman. 


Other issues: 

• IWO Process: The Government stated it want all IWOs to first be submitted to 
the respective IS&T COTR (Mr. DeVere Patton) before it is forwarded to the 
Northrop Grumman Herndon Business Office for pricing. The Government made 
this request because of several IWO efforts that were in various staged of 
implementation about which the Government had no knowledge. The Government 
mandated this request be honored immediately, especially in light of the PC 
Inventory IWO mentioned above, and the CSAR Implementation and the Tape 
IWO situations as summarized. 

• CSAR Implementation in Lotus Notes: The Government stated it understood 
this project was nearing completion, and the IS&T COTR was completely unaware 
of this activity until Tuesday, December 8, 1998. Additionally, the Government 
stated that this project appears to be in direct conflict with some IS&T objectives. 
Northrop Grumman explained this effort was in progress for many months with 
explicit approval from the previous COTR. 
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Tape IWO: The Government stated it wants all work efforts understood this 
project was nearing completion, and the IS&T COTR was completely unaware of 
this activity until Tuesday, December 8, 1998. Additionally, the Government stated 
that this project appears to be in direct conflict with some IS&T objectives. After 
some discussion, the Government acknowledged the effort occurred through 
proper Government direction. 

Weekly Reports: The Government stated weekly reports such as the M204 report 
need to be ready and available for Government representatives as needed. As was 
identified during last week's meeting (12/2/98), the Government agreed to consult 
with its other representatives to obtain agreement on the necessary information 
required for these weekly reports. The Government and Northrop Grumman 
agreed to work together to better define the requirements and the due dates and 
times for weekly status report submittals. 

1998 Award Fee: The Government stated it would be forwarding some data to its 
award fee committee today (12/9/98). The Government stated it would have an 
answer to Northrop Grumman’s award determination question by Wednesday, 
December 16, 1998. 

1999 Award Fee: Northrop Grumman stated it continues to be very concerned 
regarding this issue. The 1999 award fee cycle has expired and Northrop 
Grumman still does not know the criteria by which it is being judged. 

Past Due Invoice Memo: Northrop Grumman presented to the Government a 
Northrop Grumman memo (Attachment 3) kindly requesting the Government's 
immediate attention to this issue. Northrop Grumman asked the Government to 
help resolve these outstanding invoices before the end of the 1998 calendar year as 
Northrop Grumman’s accounting year ends on Decenber 3 1, 1998. The 
Government agreed to address this issue today, Wednesday, December 9, 1998. 

Action Item Review: Open action items were reviewed. Three new action items 
were created, and the Government was given a hardcopy of the Northrop 
Grumman action item trracking form (Attachment 4). 

• AI# 0008, Sterling Personnel. Closed during this meeting. 

« AI# 0011, SDLC Issues for Mail 2 E-mail Reconstruction. Closed during 
this meeting. 

• AI# 0015, Reconcilement of IWO Deliverables. This is a two-part Action 
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Item. Part one concerned the deliverables, it is complete; part two concerns 
the invoices, it is incomplete. (Northrop Grumman action) 

AI# 0016, Identification of Personnel to Support OAPC Rollout Effort. 
Closed during this meeting. 

• AI#0018, Award Fee Percentage. (Government action) 

• AI# 0022, PC Rollout & Redeployment Invoicing. (Northrop Grumman 
and Government action) 

• AI# 0023 (New), 1998 Award Fee Status. (Government action) 

• AI# 0024, Tape Reconstruction Concept. (Northrop Grumman action) 

• AI# 0025 (New), Signed IWO Sheets. (Government action) 

• AI# 0026 (New), 1999 Award Fee Criteria. (Government action) 
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Attachment 2 



Published in Washington, D.C. Vol. 14, No. 48— December 28, 1998 
www.insightmag.com 

Looking for Information in All the Wrong 
Place 



By Paul M. Rodriguez 


F ederal prosecutors and congressional investigators are 
used to the White House playing fast and loose with 
subpoenas requiring aides to hand over detailed 
information. All too often what they get from the White 
House in response to subpoenas is not what they requested 
or what they wanted. And they have to resubpoena and 
then wait sometimes weeks and months to see if the 
administration will be any more forthcoming. Generally, it 
isn't, many complain. 

For example, the White House has been subpoenaed time 
_:d again by several congressional panels and federal 
prosecutors for telephone records that would shed light on 
who called whom, who initiated the phone conversation 
and, equally important, when key calls were made. In 
response to such requests, the White House claims it 
doesn't have such information and the records it does 
possess and supplies consist of sketchy logs, kept by 
secretaries, of calls made by their bosses or incoming calls 
as catalogued in handwritten notes by White House 
operators. 

"They say their systems do not keep phone-call 
details," a federal law-enforcement officials fells news 
alert! "We don't have those records from them," adds a 
congressional investigator. The only decent billing records 
investigators have seen are for cellular telephones 
maintained by individual aides. 

Why not get the billing records for White House 
phones from the telephone companies themselves? 

Because the phone companies generally trash them after 30 
to 90 days unless requested by a client to retain them. And, 
of course, the White House has not asked for such service. 

Naturally, therefore, it came as a complete surprise 
when federal law-enforcement and congressional 
investigators were asked by news alert! if they were aware 
that, in fact, such records do exist and stretch right back to 
1993. "You've got to be kidding me!" exclaimed one 
federal prober. "Arc you serious?” queried another. 

The records, which are extensive, are stored in the 
Old Executive Office Building. 


Computer Glitch Leads to Trove of 
'Lost' E-Mails at White House 


NGL 00258 



610 


New technology can be a real killer when you'd rather 
keep information under wraps. Paper documents always 
can be shredded. Just ask Oliver North and Fawn Hall. But 
computers have a pesky habit of retaining information 
even after that handy delete button has ban pressed. For 
example, e-mails. 

Take Project X. Yes, those White House folks just 
love their sci-fi monikers, "it's top secret and there’s going 
to be hell to pay if anyone finds out about it," a White 
House insider tells news alert! They're real nervous about 
this getting out,” a consultant says of the e-mail project, 
partly because hundreds involve Monica Lewinsky. 

So what is Project X and why is the White House 
sweating about it being revealed? Federal law-enforcement 
and congressional investigators for months now — in some 
cases years - have sought to get their hands on White 
House e-mail traffic. Of course, the subpoenas have flown, 
but often to little satisfaction. As with the White House 
telephone records, so with e-mails. 

Project X grew out of a routine computer-repair job in 
the early summer, say White House insiders. There were 
problems with a server in a West Wing computer system, 
and engineers from a contractor discovered a blockage 
caused by about 100,000 e-mails, many of which may 
come under subpoenas issued by Capitol Hill panels and 
independent counsel Ken Starr. Now the White House is 
busily and secretly undertaking a complicated 
e-mail-reconstruction effort, hoping to avoid raising the ire 
of any panel that discovers the existence of this hoard of 
electronic messages involving the ofttimes-private 
chitchat. 

So why hasn't the White House come clean and 
informed various panels and Starr of the discovery? 

Insiders say there's a lively debate going on involving a 
fair amount of legal hair-sp lining. Some folks in the West 
Wing believe that unless resubpoenaed, the White House 
doesn't have a duty to tell anyone about the irritating new 
batch of e-mails discovered. Others aren't so sure. 

White House spokesman Barry Toiv confirms to news 
alert! the discovery and secret review. But he claims the 
e mails -- those of Lewinsky and her pals, for example 
-appear to duplicate some already turned over to 
requesters like Starr. Skeptical probers now may want a 
peek, loo. 


Click here to go back to the top of Ibis article. 

HOME | SP6CIAI OFFER I LETTERS | LINKS 
Copyright (C) 1998 News World Communications . inc. 
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Mr. Zwerling. We were not provided any documents prior to the 
hearing even though we were requested 

Mr. Shays. These are White House documents. 

Mr. Zwerling. But this witness has not seen these documents in 
preparation for the hearing is what I’m telling you. That’s why he 
needs to read it now. 

Mr. Barr. The answers to the question now would come from the 
witness. We would appreciate it, please. That’s in keeping with 
standard procedure. 

Mr. Heissner. As I’m looking at this document, it looks like it’s 
a record of processing of updates. 

Mr. Shays. Isn’t this a document that describes the potential e- 
mails that were not captured, potential communications that 
weren’t captured? 

Mr. Heissner. From the document — as I see it now, I don’t see 
anything that indicates that these were individuals whose e-mail 
wasn’t captured. I see 

Mr. Shays. This was done on June 18th. Wasn’t this part of the 
test? 

Mr. Heissner. I was not familiar with the test, and I didn’t par- 
ticipate in this. My involvement began in late 1998, sir. 

Mr. Shays. After this was done. And why is that? Why did your 
involvement happen then? 

Mr. Heissner. Well 

Mr. Shays. In other words, how can you tell me that you for- 
warded on the extent of the problem, you clearly stated — clearly 
state the problem as it existed? It sounds to me like you didn’t 
know how the problem had existed. I mean, is that your testimony? 

Mr. Heissner. I had been asked to provide a summary of the 
events to the then director, to get her updated. I went and inquired 
from some of my colleagues 

Mr. Shays. Can you put the mic a little closer to you? 

Mr. Heissner. I then inquired from Northrop Grumman staff 
and other technical people to obtain a description of the problem 
as it was understood at the time and then provided that informa- 
tion in a memorandum to Mrs. Cleal. 

Mr. Shays. And is it your testimony that you weren’t aware that 
there were hundreds of thousands of potential e-mails that had not 
been captured? 

Mr. Heissner. My understanding was that there were somewhat 
over 400 accounts whose information relating to the server — the 
mail server that would contain that mail had not been encoded 
properly. It was an upper lower case problem. That’s what I under- 
stood. How many e-mails there were I was not aware of and I 
didn’t know. I had no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Shays. You had no knowledge. So really what you’re telling 
us is all the information you provided was almost irrelevant be- 
cause Northrop had known and the White House had known, oth- 
ers in the White House had known since June 18th that there were 
thousands of e-mails that hadn’t been captured. 

Mr. Heissner. There are two numbers we are looking at. There’s 
a number of accounts affected and a number of messages. The 
number of messages was not known. The number was accounts was 
an estimate given to me by Northrop Grumman staff. 
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Mr. Shays. OK. Now, under Carole Lieber at the top of the first 
page, the handwritten note talks about the number rejected by 
ARMS. 

Mr. Barr. If I might interrupt, the gentleman’s time has expired. 
We’ll go to the other side and then come back to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. Shays. Fine. 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Let me straighten out again. Your job was to 
find out what was wrong and to try and correct it for archival pur- 
poses, is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. My job was to find out what was 
not working and to find out what could be done to make the correc- 
tions. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And so for purposes of subpoenas, whether they 
be by special counsel or any committee of Congress, that was of no 
significance to you; and, therefore, the numbers of e-mails lost was 
of no significance to you. It was to find and identify what the prob- 
lem was and how it could be reconstructed? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. The focus was on making sure 
that the back-up tapes were being maintained, they were not being 
recycled and that the data could be reconstructed. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Probably the general public watching this hear- 
ing are not as familiar with as complicated a computer system as 
exists at the White House. But do you have over the years an expe- 
rience that it’s a perfect system that works all the time or is it not 
unusual that a computer system crashes? 

Mr. Heissner. Well, I guess that’s a truism that to fail is human 
but to really foul things up takes a computer, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. I would like the record to reflect, Mr. 
Chairman, that in my congressional office here in the House in the 
last 7 weeks my computer system has crashed about seven times; 
and I would be hard pressed to identify what materials have been 
lost because we’re reconstructing what was on that. That is not un- 
usual, is it? The computer contractors for the House of Representa- 
tives tells me that happens all the time. Maybe my friends on the 
other side can tell me their computers are absolutely perfect and 
have never crashed and therefore they have never lost any mate- 
rial, but then I would tend to think there probably was a conspir- 
acy in the House at least to have this happen. 

This was just an occurrence of the weakness of our reliance on 
a computer to receive and assemble material, hold material, etc., 
is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And your job was not to assemble information or 
evidence for anyone. It was merely for archival purposes to get this 
problem straightened out as best you can and to do that in a 
prioritized basis, 2000 issue being the most important, is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Heissner, Mr. Lyle, you’re both aware of the fact, 
I presume, that the White House computer system is not just any 
computer system. Is that correct? 
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Mr. Heissner. Correct. 

Mr. Barr. There are special laws that pertain to the White 
House computer system as the computer system that is officially 
designed to and required by law to maintain communications, data, 
records and so forth of the executive branch; therefore, very special 
laws apply to the retention of that information and to ensure its 
integrity that might not apply to other computer systems such as 
the gentleman alluded to. Is that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct sir. 

Mr. Barr. That’s your understanding, too, I presume, Mr. Lyle? 

Mr. Lyle. There are rules, Federal Records Act, Presidential 
Records Act, Armstrong, those types of rules apply to data on — at 
least on the Executive Office of the President systems. 

Mr. Barr. If somebody tried to imply that what we’re looking at 
here is irrelevant simply because some other computer systems 
somewhere, sometime break down or don’t maintain records prop- 
erly and therefore that’s an excuse for what we’ve seen happen 
here. That would certainly not be an accurate or legal interpreta- 
tion or implication, would it? 

Mr. Lyle. Are you referring to Mr. — Congressman Kanjorski’s 
statements? 

Mr. Barr. Certainly not. 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t know that — what other — whatever happens to 
other systems. I focus on the Executive Office of the President. 

Mr. Barr. You understand that there are very special laws and 
regulations that apply to that and make it very different from 
other systems. 

Mr. Lyle. The rule 

Mr. Barr. There are legal obligations that relate to the White 
House computer system, records retention system, that don’t apply 
to any other systems, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Lyle. I know that we, the Executive Office of the President, 
are subject to the Federal Records Act, the Presidential Records 
Act and related cases, including the Armstrong case. What goes on 
for other agencies or other branches of government I’m not in a po- 
sition to comment on, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Nor is it relevant, is it? 

Mr. Lyle. I have no idea, because I have no idea what the rules 
are. 

Mr. Barr. Which would mean it would not be relevant for these 
proceedings here today. 

Mr. Lyle. I have no way to say one way or another. I have no 
basis to state. 

Mr. Barr. Well, I suspect you do, because you just cited to me 
special laws that relate to the White House records system. 

Mr. Lyle. I understand that they apply to our systems. The ap- 
plicability of those rules and what other cases are applicable to 
other systems I have no idea. 

Mr. Barr. Which makes them irrelevant for our process here 
today. All I’m saying is they really have no relevance. If somebody 
tries to say that inquiring — inquiries by the Congress into lapses 
into the records management system and retention system at the 
White House are inconsequential because these sorts of things 
might happen to other systems really is not relevant because of the 
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special laws that apply and the requirements apply to the — I’m not 
asking a question. I’m making a statement. So you don’t have to 
worry about it for purposes of our inquiry here today. I think you 
understand that, and I think Mr. Heissner understands that, too. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Barr. I’ll be happy to yield. 

Mr. Kanjorski. If I may, I happened to have the occasion to be 
in the White House the third day after the inauguration of Presi- 
dent Clinton, and I recall something that was astounding to me, 
and that is that every computer that I saw in every office of the 
White House was gutted under court order. It had a sticker on it, 
and all the insides and all the materials were taken. And had back- 
up systems or computers existed in the White House the third day 
that this administration took office — I would ask the question, how 
could you possibly reconstruct what happened archivally for those 
3 or 4 days or 2 weeks before an entirely new system was imple- 
mented in the White House? 

Mr. Heissner. I think we are dealing with two kinds of systems. 
The desk top computers that individuals use use two kinds of stor- 
age, use storage that resides on that machine’s hard drive, and 
they also use network storage. The e-mail systems are more cen- 
tralized systems. And so anyone that can — that has an account can 
access e-mail. 

And I think at that time it was not — it wasn’t Lotus Notes. It 
was another system. All In One I believe it was called. Anybody 
that could connect with All In One from any terminal had an ac- 
count, could send e-mail. However, any records that they would 
have created during those first 3 days were then removed because 
the hard drives were removed from their system, could not be re- 
constructed, no. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So, in fact, to the laws that Mr. Barr refers to 
about this tremendous obligation that the executive branch has to 
keep records, we know for a fact — and I think you are aware of the 
fact — that the computer materials were extracted from the White 
House at the end of the Bush administration and didn’t exist for 
several weeks. Then all those archival records are basically lost, is 
that correct? 

Mr. Heissner. That’s very likely true, sir. 

Mr. Barr. If you all feel comfortable operating on that basis, you 
all feel free to. I think you’ll find real problems if you rely on that 
sort of legal reasoning. 

The gentleman from Connecticut is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Heissner, I made some assumptions that, given 
this was your area, you would have been aware of this document. 
And I really apologize, but that itself is news to me and news to 
the committee. This is a document — this is exhibit 62 which you 
have in front of you. This is the document that was supplied by 
Northrop and prepared by Bob Haas. Do you know Bob Haas? 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, I do, sir. 

Mr. Shays. It’s your testimony you have never seen this docu- 
ment before. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Wouldn’t it have made sense for you to see this 
document? 
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Let me just clarify one point, because I think it’s important for 
you to know that — look under the first person, Carole Lieber. And 
it says in writing 5. These are rejected e-mails. It gives the num- 
ber — each one of those numbers and the numbers of rejected e- 
mails — 209, 441, 647. I mean, I accept the fact under oath you 
haven’t seen this document. I think it’s astounding. We added them 
all up. There are over 246,000. 

Mr. Heissner. I’ve sent — I’ve never seen the document before. 
This happened before I became involved in this process. 

Mr. Shays. But the point is, you then wanted to recapture and 
provide some meaningful information to somebody, and it’s almost 
like you were set up. Like you were providing information to some- 
one else and you weren’t being provided all the information, which 
I think is curious. And again with my suspicious mind, given all 
that’s transpired in the past, I think it was purposeful, but we’ll 
probably never be able to prove it. 246,000 e-mails that weren’t 
captured just under the Mail2 problem, not to mention the letter 
D problem and the Vice President problem. The Vice President 
used a different system, so we don’t have his. 

So you go with 246,000, and then you say those are the all in- 
coming e-mails not in ARMS, and then we subtract the e-mails 
found in individual PCs, then we subtract the e-mails found at- 
tached to sent e-mails with history, then we subtract the e-mails 
found in printed files, then we subtract the e-mails retrieved from 
back-up tapes. And then what you do is you take the — you sub- 
tract — all these undisclosed e-mails, these 246,000, you then sub- 
tract the not relevant and then you get the subpoenaed, not pro- 
duced. And right now we have potentially a lot of subpoenaed, not 
produced. 

Now, Mr. Lyle, because you’ve wanted us to believe that some- 
how the fact that you have the Y2K problem that they are mutu- 
ally exclusive and that this problem can’t be dealt with, that you 
can’t hire someone else to deal with it, that you can’t ask Congress 
to provide more information, that you can’t say to Congress, you 
know, we have a Y2K problem but, by the way, we can’t find 
246,000 e-mails and let Congress know about it. 

And what really amazes me is that, even if you made a decision 
on your own and others, maybe not you, not to abide by the law 
to hand over all subpoenaed or requested information — let me 
make this point, and I’ll let you respond — you and others chose not 
to, at least publicly, explain that there were 240,000 e-mails that 
we hadn’t yet found. And I suspect and in my suspicious mind that 
it might have something to do with impeachment. 

And, by the way, I voted against impeaching the President. But 
I suspect it might have been because of that and because you sim- 
ply didn’t want the story to come out. What else am I to expect? 
Because nothing prevents the White House from explaining to all 
the relevant jurisdictions that we had this problem. 

Mr. Lyle. Mr. Shays, as I’ve said previously, I’m aware of no ef- 
fort by anyone not to be responsive to your request for information. 
I certainly was not, and I’m aware of no one who was. The informa- 
tion exchange between this committee and the White House coun- 
sel’s office is something I simply do not know. I have no knowledge 
of whatsoever. I cannot — I cannot tell you. 
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Mr. Shays. So you didn’t know there were any e-mails missing? 

Mr. Lyle. I did not know one way or another what information 
you had sought. 

Mr. Shays. That’s not the issue. The issue is — let’s just go 
through the way your mind thinks. You didn’t know there were any 
e-mails missing from the ARMS. 

Mr. Lyle. I’m not saying 

Mr. Shays. No, no. Just tell me yes or no. Did you know? 

Mr. Lyle. I am not saying that I was not aware that e-mails 
were not captured on the Automated Records Management System. 
I want to be clear on that. I am not saying that. What I am saying 
is that the information about those anomalies was not information 
that I was charged with or anyone on my staff was charged with 
providing to the committee. Those matters were just the — all the 
Office of Administration was was a conduit of information to the 
appropriate people. 

Mr. Shays. Should I be surprised that implicitly you’re telling me 
you didn’t know we were subpoenaing information — we, the Judici- 
ary Committee, the Government Reform Committee, Mr. Starr’s in- 
vestigation? You weren’t aware that any — there weren’t subpoenas 
out there to look at e-mails? 

Mr. Lyle. Remember, I joined the Office of the President in No- 
vember 1998. 

Mr. Shays. November 1998. 

Mr. Lyle. I have never seen any of the subpoenas that 

Mr. Shays. Where did you live before you — you are — weren’t 
aware — were you aware there was an impeachment? 

Mr. Lyle. I’m not saying I wasn’t aware that there was an im- 
peachment. I’m saying that I wasn’t aware of the subpoenas or the 
information in terms of what was being sought and what was being 
provided. It simply was not a function that was within the Office 
of the Administration. 

Mr. Shays. I understand you’re saying it’s not your line of re- 
sponsibility. I just want to understand you. I want to understand 
the mentality of the people who worked in the White House. I want 
to understand why we didn’t learn about this problem until 2 years 
after, basically. And it’s just helpful to know because, ultimately, 
somebody knows. It’s like — it’s — really, it’s the same kind of prob- 
lem I had when I just want to know who hired Craig Livingstone. 
Craig Livingstone didn’t know who hired him, and nobody else 
knew. He just happened to work at the White House. I think al- 
most any American knew there were hearings on the President and 
knew that information was being subpoenaed. 

Mr. Lyle. I didn’t say that I didn’t know there were hearings, 
and I didn’t say I didn’t know information was being sought. And 
that was being provided. What I’m saying is I don’t know what that 
was. I don’t know — I never saw the subpoenas. 

Mr. Shays. Were you ever — I’m sorry. 

Mr. Lyle. I had no idea as far as the communications between 
this committee and the White House counsel’s office. I wasn’t in 
the White House counsel’s office, never have been. I was in the Of- 
fice of Administration, which is a different — it’s actually housed in 
a completely different building. 
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Mr. Shays. Were you aware of the problem? You were aware that 
there was a problem that there were these missing e-mails. 

Mr. Lyle. As I said earlier, I learned of the Mail2 anomaly. 

Mr. Shays. What did it matter that there were missing e-mails? 
What did your mind say? So there are missing e-mails. You 
thought, well, big deal, there’s missing e-mails. Nobody wanted any 
of them? What was in your mind? 

Mr. Lyle. In April 1999, when I learned about the e-Mail2 anom- 
alies, I was learning about it in connection with the letter D anom- 
aly which I’ve discussed. And in the context of those discussions, 
we — a number of things had to happen. Look, OK, what do we do 
about the anomaly? What do we do? The e-Mail2 was a guide. We 
need to do a couple of things. We needed to do a couple of things. 
We need to make sure we’ve got the data on the back-up tapes, 
which we did assure ourselves of. So that information was put, and 
it was secured, it is tucked away now under lock and key on the 
back-up tapes. It’s all there. So the Federal Records Act, the Presi- 
dential Records Act, all those — the laws that Mr. Barr was asking 
me about, you’ve got the back-up tapes so that you can have them 
for archival purposes. 

The other thing that needed to be done is, OK, we need to advise 
White House counsel’s office. 

Mr. Shays. Let me just say 

Mr. Lyle. What we needed to do was advise White House coun- 
sel’s office of the issue. Mr. Lindsay had previously handled the e- 
Mail2 anomaly. He had communications with the White House 
counsel’s office. So those two components were the things that were 
going on. So we had elevated it 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. Mr. Shays, let me interrupt briefly. I 
yield to Mr. Kanjorski. Then I’ll give you my time. 

Mr. Shays. I’m happy. I’m going to very patient, but I will take 
a little more time. 

Mr. Lyle. I’m happy to answer your questions. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kanjorski, you have questions? 

Mr. Kanjorski. If I may, on this document maybe I could ask 
counsel for the committee to explain, is the number of e-mails miss- 
ing on the extreme left hand column of the page? Is that the num- 
ber or is it the number under the name? 

Mr. Burton. It’s the number under the name. The counsel would 
be happy to explain if you choose. 

Mr. Kanjorski. What’s the number on the left hand corner? 

Mr. Burton. Let me put the counsel 

Mr. Wilson. Our understanding — the test was conducted by Mr. 
Haas, and he determined two things. First of all, all the individuals 
who were then employed who were served by the Mail2 server — 
so these are all the individuals whose accounts were affected by 
this computer problem, by the e-mail problem. So he printed out 
a master list of all of the individuals who were affected by the 
problem. 

And then he determined two types of information. One, the num- 
ber of e-mails that were then on their system. So on that particular 
day, June 18, 1998, for example, Carole Lieber, there were 158 e- 
mails on her system that, you know, many could have been erased 
the previous month or week, but on that particular day there were 
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158. Of those 158, 5 e-mails had not been captured by the ARMS 
system. 

So the first column represents the total number of e-mails that 
were on the person’s system at that particular time. The second 
column indicates the number of e-mails that were not captured by 
the ARMS system. The total number of that second column is 
slightly over 246,000. 

Mr. Kanjorski. If you would go through the entire document and 
total it up, the second column, 246,000. 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OK. Now that you’re looking at that document 
down there, it strikes me I’ve just gone through this in a cursory 
manner, but I see some of the most important people in the White 
House — the chief of staff and the President’s assistants — they get 
very few e-mails, and very few were lost. Do you notice that? If you 
go to Erskine Bowles, page 00309. Is that correct? Yes. He — that 
day only — he had 1,108 e-mails and 161 were lost, about 10 percent 
or 15 percent. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Counsel has just explained to me that all of 
these are retrievable, is that correct? Erskine Bowles, 161 were 
lost. He had 1,108 on his computer that day. 

Mr. Heissner. Yes, the purpose of the reconstruction design of 
the system design is to design a system that allows the retrieval 
of these managed records subject to the ability to read the tapes 
on which the back-ups were created and the presence of those 
tapes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And you have the tapes. 

Mr. Heissner. We maintained — when the problem was discov- 
ered, the directions were given to Northrop Grumman to retain all 
the tapes. This is sort of the three blind men and the elephant kind 
of a problem, because as you ask different people you get different 
answers. It appears, but nobody can tell for certain, there was a 
short time period somewhere between 1996 and 1998 where these 
back-up tapes were, after being recycled, which means after the 
tape had been created and had been maintained for maybe 4 weeks 
or 6 weeks or whatever the retention period was, that same type 
was used again. 

That practice was stopped as soon as Northrop Grumman be- 
came aware there was a serious problem. So I cannot say for cer- 
tainty that everything that ever went on a Mail2 server that was 
an e-mail message can be recovered. But to the extent that the 
tapes exist and they can be read and we believe we stopped the 
bleeding, which — we corrected the problem. We also made every ef- 
fort to make sure that the tapes — the back-up tapes were created, 
were kept. To that extent, these records that appear here should 
be recoverable. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And at some point we’re going to be able to have 
them and you’re working on reconstructing them now, is that cor- 
rect. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct. And the objective is to recover 
them. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So these hours we’re spending here, we’re even- 
tually going to be able to read these things. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 
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Mr. Kanjorski. Maybe I think we have too much time. We don’t 
have anything to do in the Congress. We’re going to rehash this be- 
cause we can’t wait or we’re trying to find out why they aren’t 
here. I’m not sure I understand the thrust of the issue at this point 
where we’re beating you three gentlemen to death over something 
that is going to be reproduced. It wasn’t your responsibility. You 
weren’t involved in subpoenas. You’re technical people. You’re 
doing the best you can to reconstruct. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Perhaps I can shed just a little bit of light on it. 

Subpoenas were issued by the Congress, a number of committees 
and the independent counsels asking for all documents that may be 
relevant to these various investigations. These e-mails were part of 
the subpoenaed material. From September 1996 through 1998 we 
don’t have them, and we think that they may be very relevant to 
what we were looking into, and that’s why this whole issue is so 
important. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I agree with the President, Mr. Chairman. We 
ought to find out what happened to those 10 pounds he lost. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just ask one question, then I will yield to 
Mr. Shays, and that is go back to exhibit 134, and that’s Mr. Lyle, 
that’s the document where the Mail2 reconstruction was crossed 
off, and that was not put on the final draft. It was prepared for the 
Appropriations Committee, and you said it was because of the Y2K 
problem that you had so much — you had to focus so much attention 
on that, and the e-mail problem was not that significant impor- 
tance at that time, so you didn’t pursue it. I would just like to ask 
you this question: At the same time the White House was install- 
ing Palm Pilots for the White House staff, they were creating new 
fax cover sheets for the White House staff, and they were working 
on the White House Christmas card list. Now, that was going on, 
and you thought that was important enough to pursue it. But the 
e-mails that were important, relevant to ah of these subpoenas and 
these investigations, wasn’t as important as the Y2K. Can you ex- 
plain the difference there in the priorities? 

Mr. Lyle. The — my understanding is that the system that you 
talk about, the Christmas card system 

Mr. Burton. Well, and the other two, yeah. 

Mr. Lyle. The other two are the day-to-day operations that our 
staff was doing. Those were ongoing. I mean, you still had to serv- 
ice customers, you still had to provide service. You had to fix their 
systems. 

Mr. Burton. The Palm Pilots and all that. 

Mr. Lyle. Those are customer service types of things. Those are 
always ongoing. You have to do that. So those were projects that 
were ongoing. 

Mr. Burton. And the fax cover sheets for the White House staff? 

Mr. Lyle. Well, again, those are ongoing customer service initia- 
tives. We have to have a day-to-day operation capability that al- 
lows people to do their jobs, which would include 

Mr. Burton. Why wouldn’t subpoena compliance be ongoing? I 
mean, it seems to me that would be pretty important, subpoena 
compliance. Why wouldn’t that be ongoing? I mean, if the fax cover 
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sheets and the Palm Pilots were important, why weren’t the sub- 
poenas an ongoing 

Mr. Lyle. Subpoenas, responses to subpoenas are always done, 
and we do respond to subpoenas. We’ve gotten subpoenas from this 
committee. We’ve gotten subpoenas from the Office of Independent 
Counsel since I’ve been there. We respond to those accordingly in 
the same process that I’ve described in my prior testimony. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Lyle, I’m a little confused, and I apologize if it’s 
my fault. I realize, Mr. Heissner, you are a career employee of 
many years and serve with distinction, so this is a real unusual cir- 
cumstance for you to be before the committee, but I think you un- 
derstand the challenge. I mean, the challenge is that information 
was subpoenaed by Starr’s investigation, by this committee, by the 
Judiciary Committee, and for 2 years, from basically September 
1996 to November 1998, the problem existed, but people in the 
White House, and we just need to know who, knew the extent of 
the problem, knew on June 18th. But you didn’t know the extent 
of the problem because for one thing you were never supplied the 
document that described how there were 246,000. And that’s tell- 
ing, because, you know, this is an area that you should have been. 

And then it strikes me you were asked in the fall later in that 
year of 1998 to describe the problem to others, and you were not 
given all the relevant information. Am I off track a little bit? I 
mean, were you given all the relevant information 

Mr. Heissner. The 

Mr. Shays [continuing]. To know the extent of the problem? 

Mr. Heissner. The collection of the information involved the dis- 
cussions with other technical staff to get an overview of the prob- 
lem and to get an order of magnitude of the problem, and it is very 
likely that I was not given full details to the infinite degree. 

Mr. Shays. Your testimony says that you weren’t given this doc- 
ument that was provided by Bob Haas of Northrop to someone; you 
were not given — and it was provided on June 18th, 1998 — you were 
not given that document, and this document shows 246,000 e-mails 
that weren’t captured just under the Mail2 problem. And you did 
not have that document. 

Mr. Heissner. No I did not have that document. 

Mr. Shays. You did not have that document, when you then tried 
to clearly state the problem as it existed in the fall of 1998, you 
did not have this document to refer to. 

Mr. Heissner. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Shays. I don’t know whose clock this is now, whose time that 
is. Is that my time now? 

Mr. Burton. You and Mr. Barr are both next. 

Mr. Barr, do you want to go next? 

Mr. Shays, you have 5 minutes. That was my time. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you for your time, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lyle, what I’m trying to wrestle with in your explanation is 
you just proceeded to say that you have provided subpoenaed infor- 
mation to various committees at request. Is part of your respon- 
sibility to provide subpoenaed information? 

Mr. Lyle. It’s part of everybody’s responsibility to provide infor- 
mation responsive to subpoenas. 
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Mr. Shays. Let me just say the problem is, with everybody, when 
everybody is responsible, nobody is. So I need a little more accu- 
racy. When is it your responsibility? 

Mr. Lyle. When a request for information is received, and infor- 
mation internally needs to be provided to the White House coun- 
sel’s office, a notification is sent throughout the Executive Office of 
the President complex for individuals to search their files 

Mr. Shays. OK. 

Mr. Lyle [continuing]. And their files and materials, and then, 
in a fashion just like what Mr. Heissner described, submit that up 
the chain to make it to the White House counsel’s office for them 
to review. 

Mr. Shays. So your information was only to provide the informa- 
tion you personally had or in your capacity as the director of the 
Executive Office of the President’s Office of Administration, you 
would have a more expanded task to make sure others complied 
with subpoenas. 

Mr. Lyle. When it comes into the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent into the Office of Administration, it goes in through the Gen- 
eral Counsel’s Office, who sees to it that everyone responds back. 
It’s all gathered up, and certification is sent up to the counsel’s of- 
fice wherein they 

Mr. Shays. But what I’m trying to clarify is when you get re- 
quests, it’s not just for your own specific e-mail, but it can be other 
e-mails that are in your system. 

Mr. Lyle. It’s whatever is under my control. 

Mr. Shays. Right. Under your control. Which could include a 
number of the people on this list, correct? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t know. 

Mr. Shays. I mean, just some of them, let’s just say Ira Mag- 
aziner, if there was a request for Ira Magaziner information, they 
might make that request to you to provide information that would 
be in your system. 

Mr. Lyle. What information is sought in the notification that we 
receive in the first instance is what we endeavor — what each per- 
son is required to endeavor to respond to. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Lyle, could you look at this exhibit 62 and just 
tell me if you have ever seen it? 

Mr. Lyle. I have looked at it, and I don’t believe I’ve seen this 
before. 

Mr. Shays. You don’t believe it, or you haven’t seen it? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t believe I’ve seen it. 

Mr. Shays. So it’s a pretty strong statement that you haven’t 
seen it to the best of your knowledge. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s right, to the best of my knowledge I haven’t 
seen it this was in June 1998. 

Mr. Shays. This includes 246,000 e-mails that slipped through, 
and they were different personnel. Ira Magaziner, Betty Currie, 
Bill Clinton, the list — Bruce Lindsey. Now, would you have heard 
some of these names come through you as requested subpoenaed 
information? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t recall what I’ve responded to in terms of sub- 
poenas. 
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Mr. Shays. But lots of names of people, certainly more than just 
a handful. 

Mr. Lyle. The subpoenas that I responded to could include both 
names and, you know, types of topics. 

Mr. Shays. But lots of names, correct? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t know. 

Mr. Shays. Lots of e-mails. 

Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Shays. You were requested to turn over e-mails, right, that 
were in your system? 

Mr. Lyle. Well, there again, there’s a couple of ways that you 
proceed. Again, there’s the automated records management search 
portion of the request which is coordinated by the counsel’s office, 
and then, yes, you search your files, your e-mails, you search your 
hard copies, you search what’s in your office. 

Mr. Shays. But you had the central file system, correct? I mean, 
you have the names of a lot of people in your system. 

Mr. Lyle. In our Automated Records Management System, yes. 
In the ARMS, there’s a good number of people in the ARMS sys- 
tem. 

Mr. Shays. I’m just trying to get beyond the point of your own 
little individual computer. You were in charge of the system. 

Mr. Lyle. No, I think I understand what you’re trying to get. 
Each person searches their space or their office or their documents 
that are in their — and then a request is submitted for an auto- 
mated records management search to be done. That request is gen- 
erated out of the counsel’s office. 

Mr. Shays. To you. 

Mr. Lyle. No, not to me. It goes right into the IT people, infor- 
mation technology people, in the Automated Records Management 
System. 

Mr. Shays. But it’s fair for me to assume that you were aware, 
because the White House kept, frankly, criticizing so many commit- 
tees in Congress that we were requesting too much information on 
lots of different names. So, I mean, you weren’t in the Dark Ages 
on that. I mean, you must have heard complaints about all the e- 
mails that we wanted and all the records we wanted about so many 
different people. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s something that Mr. Heissner touched on earlier 
in this hearing. 

Mr. Shays. So you were aware of it. 

Mr. Lyle. Yes. 

Mr. Shays. So what I’m trying to establish is what you were 
aware of and what you weren’t. So you knew that Congress was 
looking at a lot of different people that worked in the White House 
and wanted a lot of different records, and that’s one of your points, 
too, it was a costly effort to comply with that. 

Mr. Lyle. Yes, it was costly. 

Mr. Shays. Besides having to fix the problem. But you weren’t 
in the Dark Ages about that. I feel better about knowing that. But 
what I don’t feel good about is that you would then make an as- 
sumption that I think is — blows my mind that some of these e- 
mails would not have been subpoenaed e-mails. 

Mr. Lyle. Some of which e-mails? 
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Mr. Shays. Some of these lost e-mails. 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t know what’s on the backup tapes. I don’t know 
what was sought in the subpoenas. I have no basis to know. 

Mr. Shays. You have a little basis. You have a basis that to cor- 
rect the problem is going to cost about $600,000, that that was a 
big job and involved a lot of people. And what I’m hearing you say 
is that notwithstanding, you made an assumption that this didn’t 
involve any subpoenaed records. 

Mr. Lyle. No, I did not make an assumption. Two points. First, 
the reconstruction is not going to cost $600,000, it’s going to cost 
$8 to $10 million. The 

Mr. Shays. OK. I’m just going on the memos that you provided. 

Mr. Lyle. That was an earlier statement of work that you’re re- 
ferring to, and that was just a cost for an assessment on how to 
fix it. 

Mr. Shays. OK. So the problem is even bigger and involved a lot 
more people. 

Mr. Lyle. It’s going to take a long time and cost a lot of money. 
We are working as quickly as we can. 

Mr. Shays. I understand. Trust me on that. 

Mr. Lyle. That’s the other portion. With respect to the subpoena 
issue that you keep asking about, when I was briefed in April 1999 
about the Letter D problem, we were discussing in that meeting, 
OK, what has to happen and the subpoena problem. 

Mr. Shays. You didn’t know about the Mail2 problem then? 

Mr. Lyle. As I said, my most — my best recollection is that I 
learned what I know most about the e-Mail2 project in the April 
1999 meeting. And it was because it was — it served as a historical 
framework as far as how to deal with this letter D issue. And dur- 
ing the course of those conversations, Mr. Lindsey, who I worked 
for and who was my predecessor, had explained the process in 
terms of, listen, we need to notify the counsel’s office, which is ex- 
actly what took place. 

Mr. Shays. Why would we need to notify the counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lyle. Because you had this anomaly. 

Mr. Shays. Why would the counsel’s office have to be notified at 
all? 

Mr. Lyle. Because Counsel’s Office was responsible for respond- 
ing to subpoenas. 

Mr. Shays. So you did know there was a subpoena problem. 

Mr. Lyle. I did not know — the e-Mail2 subpoena problem, as I 
understood it based on my conversations, had been resolved prior 
by Mr. Lindsey and Mr. Ruff. The letter D e-mail problem was a 
new issue that had just come up. It just occurred. It was discovered 
in April 1999. The same notification had to take place, and Mr. 
Lindsey worked to make sure that that happened. On Office of Ad- 
ministration’s side what we needed to do is be sure that we had 
all the data on the backup tapes for the compliance with the other 
Federal Records Act. 

Mr. Shays. Can I make a request, Mr. Chairman? This is the 
last line of questioning. I would like more time afterwards. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll come back then. Let me just followup and ask 
one quick question. When did the White House go to — before the 
Appropriations Committee for the year 2000 budget? 
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Mr. Lyle. When did we go? 

Mr. Burton. Yeah. What month was that? 

Mr. Lyle. I don’t remember. It was in early 1999. 

Mr. Burton. It was in April, May, June? 

Mr. Lyle. I believe it was in the February/March timeframe, 
somewhere in there. I would have to look. 

Mr. Burton. But you knew about the second e-mail problem, and 
you said that you were 

Mr. Lyle. I learned about that in April 1999. 

Mr. Burton. Kicking it up to Mr. Lindsey because you knew that 
there was a subpoena, and that had to be given to him, he had to 
be aware of that. 

Mr. Lyle. I didn’t know about a particular subpoena. 

Mr. Burton. You knew there were subpoenas pertaining — you 
knew about the previous subpoena on the previous e-mail problem. 

Mr. Lyle. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t connect the two? 

Mr. Lyle. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Burton. You didn’t connect the two, that the subpoena was 
relevant to the second missing e-mails as well? 

Mr. Lyle. I didn’t say that. I said in the context of discussing 
in the April 1999 meeting, we were discussing the letter D issue, 
we needed to make sure that information about that anomaly was 
conveyed to counsel’s office because 

Mr. Burton. I understand. But during this entire timeframe, you 
were crossing out or they were crossing out information that was 
going to be conveyed in the final document to the Appropriations 
Committee about the need for funds for the missing e-mails, and 
I just can’t understand how you could miss all this when you were 
kicking things up to Mr. Lindsey, who was kicking them up to — 
to the chief counsel’s office at the White House. 

Mr. Lyle. As I said, Mr. Burton, I have no recollection of having 
seen these drafts in the February timeframe. I told you that ear- 
lier. I learned of them more recently when we were producing docu- 
ments for this committee. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, do you have any further questions? 

Mr. Barr. Just a few here if I could engage counsel just to col- 
loquy or ask him a few questions. 

Going back, counsel, to exhibit 61, which is the list of various 
names and numbers of e-mails, the handwritten numbers, the larg- 
er numbers on the very left of those pages, again, there’s a number 
for each name, and that would represent the total number of e- 
mails in that individual’s computer on that particular — and the day 
of June 18th. 

Mr. Wilson. Correct. 

Mr. Barr. The number immediately under the user’s name would 
be the number that was not captured as of that day. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s also correct. 

Mr. Barr. Thinking back, if counsel would, on counsel’s legal 
training and understanding of the law, if you have, for example, as 
at the top of page NGL 00309 that the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania referred to earlier, Mr. Erskine Bowles, where you have the 
number of 1,108, which is 1,108 e-mails in Mr. Bowles’ system that 
day, and 161, which would be the number that was not captured, 
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if, in fact, counsel had been advising that individual on that day 
to comply with the subpoena that required all of those e-mails, 
would he give Mr. Bowles an A because he was able to capture 90 
percent? 

Mr. Wilson. No, he would not. 

Mr. Barr. In other words a subpoena, presuming it is lawful, 
whether it is from an independent counsel, the Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee, the Government Reform Committee of 
this Congress, or the House Judiciary Committee requesting cer- 
tain documents including e-mails, it does not presuppose nor does 
it excuse that simply because a certain number of documents are 
not captured that day, that they did not have to be produced or 
they are not covered by the subpoena, correct? 

Mr. Wilson. That’s correct. And just to fill this on that, it was 
the understanding of the committee through representations made 
by lawyers for the White House that we had received all informa- 
tion that was germane to our subpoenas. We had not at any time 
been told that there was a universe of documents that had never 
been searched for responsiveness to our subpoenas. We were labor- 
ing under a misapprehension at that time. 

Mr. Barr. We now know that we have not been furnished full, 
accurate and complete information pursuant to those lawful sub- 
poenas. Is that correct? 

Mr. Wilson. That is correct. We also know from not only this 
document, but subsequent to the discovery of this document, or at 
least the furnishing to the committee of this document, there have 
been other problems presented to us, one in particular that impli- 
cates the entire Office of the Vice President, where information — 
and the extent is still not entirely clear — but information of the Of- 
fice of the Vice President has not been searched for responsiveness 
to committee subpoenas. 

Mr. Barr. Is it also counsel’s understanding based on his knowl- 
edge of Federal law and the law that pertains to enforcement of 
subpoenas that the cost of compliance with a subpoena is not a de- 
fense for failure to comply with that subpoena in whole or in part. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Wilson. No, it is correct, yes. The cost should not be a fac- 
tor. 

Mr. Barr. I would urge the witnesses to review their under- 
standing in light of some of the statements made earlier by some 
other members of the committee in light of what counsel has just 
said that when a subpoena is issued, whether it is by an independ- 
ent counsel, a committee of the Congress or some other legal pro- 
ceeding or judicial officer, that full compliance is presumed, re- 
quired and will be enforced either by an order of a court or a find- 
ing of contempt or a case of obstruction of justice for subsequent 
knowledge that a subpoena has not been honored. 

The fact that there may be certain Federal laws that relate to 
retention of certain records for archival purposes, that does not dis- 
pose of the issue. If, in fact, a subpoena has not been complied 
with, if, in fact, as we now know, that the White House counsel, 
the Office of Administration, and indeed probably the Department 
of Justice knew that these subpoenas were not being complied 
with, then subsequent action certainly is relevant inquiry for this 
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committee, notwithstanding the fact that there may be technical 
compliance with the Presidential Records Act or the Federal 
Records Act, for example, because these records are maintained in 
some way, in some place, in some form for archival purposes, and 
that is the heart of at least part of the reason why this committee 
is very concerned about this. 

The subpoenas have not been complied with. Apparently no ef- 
forts have been undertaken to secure compliance with those sub- 
poenas, and the best that we are being told by this administration, 
by this Department of Justice is that in 6 to 8 months maybe some- 
thing will happen. That will not — and in my experience as a former 
U.S. attorney, and I presume, counsel, in your experience as well 
as an attorney, that certainly would not get one off the hook in a 
legal proceeding, nor should it. 

I commend you, Mr. Chairman, for holding these hearings, and 
I know there will be further, because some very important prin- 
ciples regarding the rule of law and the prerogatives, the lawful 
prerogatives of this committee, of the House impeachment and ju- 
diciary committees, the independent counsel and legal parties enti- 
tled to their day in court such as in the Alexander case have a 
great deal at stake here in ensuring compliance with lawful sub- 
poenas. We have not seen that in this case, and that’s very disturb- 
ing. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Shays, did you have more questions? 

Mr. Shays. Yes. Thank you. 

Mr. Lyle, when Beth Nolan, the counsel of the President, testi- 
fied on March 23rd, in her statement she said when the counsel to 
the President Charles Ruff was told by OA — that’s your organiza- 
tion, before your time, in 1998, but OA is Office of Administration. 

Mr. Lyle. OA, as I understand it, is Office of Administration. 

Mr. Shays. When then counsel of the President Charles Ruff was 
told by OA in 1998 that there were e-mails that may not have been 
captured in a previous search because of a technical glitch — by the 
way, I buy that as a technical glitch. I don’t debate that — he under- 
stood that OA would be collecting those e-mails so that any respon- 
sive e-mails that had not been produced could be produced. Now, 
responsive e-mails means requests for information or subpoenaed 
information. 

Now, what Ms. Nolan is telling us is that Charles Ruff, the pre- 
vious counsel, was told that all these e-mails would be provided, 
and you’re hired later, and you’re not providing that information. 
You’ve not providing the so-called responsive information. You are 
not providing the information, and e-mails that were subpoenaed. 
So it’s kind of like you both are like ships passing in the night 
here. I mean, Mr. Ruff is saying you guys are going to provide it, 
and you’re saying you made a decision that you saw this as an ar- 
chive problem, not a subpoena problem, and therefore you decided 
that you would focus on other issues. 

Mr. Lyle. I cannot shed any light for you, Mr. Shays, on the 
communications that took place between Mr. Ruff and Mr. Lindsey. 

Mr. Shays. I understand that, but what I am just sharing with 
you is the fact that Mr. Ruff was told, according to Ms. Nolan, and 
she was under oath, that these e-mails had been captured, and 
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that they were — would be collected, and that all responsive e- 
mails — in other words, all the subpoenaed e-mails that hadn’t been 
produced would be produced. So excuse me for, you know, just 
being a little cynical. His argument is I was told it was going to 
happen, you’re hired, and you don’t even know that there’s any 
subpoena problem. And that’s relevant information, and I accept it 
under the basis you’ve said it. But what am I supposed to think 
up here as a Member of Congress when I know these were subpoe- 
naed information, and it wasn’t provided, and Congress wasn’t told, 
and Starr wasn’t told, and the courts weren’t told? 

So, I guess we’ll just keep trying to figure out who hired Craig 
Livingstone, and we’ll try to figure out who knew what when. And 
I just wish someone would help us out. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, if I might on this question? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. The gentleman from California. 

Mr. Horn. Gentlemen, I’m sorry I had to come in late, but it trig- 
gered me on the question of who hired Mr. Livingstone because I 
asked that question, and Mr. Clinger, then the full chairman, sent 
it to the Attorney General and made it very clear that one of our 
witnesses which was counsel to the President had committed per- 
jury. And so I wonder if any of you have any information on that. 

I don’t think that this committee has ever received a reply from 
the Department of Justice, and there’s no question, the question I 
asked was, was it Vice President Gore, was it the First Lady, etc. 
And I think they knew, and they lied. So I would like to see an 
answer to Mr. Clinger’s letter to Mr. Burton at the time. 

Mr. Zwerling. I am advising my client to take the fifth amend- 
ment on that, Your Honor. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentlemen have any more questions? 

Mr. Horn. That’s it, because I’m tired of lies. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I want to thank you both for being so patient. 
And we’ll now go to the next panel. Thank you very much for being 
with us. 

Mr. Raben, we’re glad that you’re with us. We’re sorry that you 
had to wait so long. While you’re standing, would you take the 
oath? 

[Witness sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Be seated. 

Do you have an opening statement, Mr. Raben? 

Mr. Raben. Yes, sir I do. I’ll get to it right now. 

Mr. Burton. All right. Take your time. 

Proceed, Mr. Raben. 

STATEMENT OF ROBERT RABEN, ASSISTANT ATTORNEY 
GENERAL FOR LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS 

Mr. Raben. Thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I am here today in response to your request by letter 
of April 26th. As the committee understands, many of the questions 
posed in the chairman’s letter of April 26th relate to matters and 
activities in which I have had no personal involvement, but I have 
prepared as best I can in the days since the chairman’s letter to 
answer the committee’s questions consistent with the Department’s 
and the public’s fundamental interest in effective law enforcement. 
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More than a month ago, the Department’s Criminal Division, act- 
ing through the Campaign Finance Task Force, began an investiga- 
tion into whether the Executive Office of the President complied 
with subpoenas issued by the task force and this committee. In 
conjunction with that inquiry, Criminal Division attorneys con- 
ferred with representatives from the Office of Independent Counsel 
because the Office of Independent Counsel had commenced its own 
investigation into nearly identical allegations surrounding the 
White House e-mail retrieval issues. 

Thereafter on March 22nd, the Office of Independent Counsel ex- 
plicitly authorized the Department of Justice to continue its inves- 
tigation pursuant to the Ethics in Government Act, which provides 
in pertinent part that whenever a matter is in the prosecutorial ju- 
risdiction of an independent counsel, the Department of Justice 
shall suspend its investigation regarding such matter unless the 
independent counsel agrees in writing that such an investigation 
may be continued by the Department. 

Since last month when the independent counsel authorized the 
Department to continue its investigation of the e-mail retrieval 
issues, the independent counsel and the Campaign Finance Task 
Force have been working in coordination conducting many joint 
interviews and reviewing numerous documents and other evidence. 
This criminal investigation is active and ongoing. 

Several of the questions in the chairman’s letter of April 26 re- 
late explicitly to matters currently under review in this criminal in- 
vestigation. As I have explained in my letters on this and other 
committee requests, disclosure of matters involving an open inves- 
tigation can compromise the efforts of prosecutors and FBI agents 
to enforce Federal law. Experienced prosecutors tell me that it 
would undermine law enforcement if defendants or prospective de- 
fendants learn the government’s factual or legal theories or what 
information the government had gathered and from what sources. 
Even neutral witnesses can have their recollections influenced or 
confused by public disclosures of statements or speculation from 
other witnesses. 

The disclosure of raw or preliminary investigative information 
that has yet to be fully investigated or substantiated can also dam- 
age unfairly the reputations of innocent individuals and mislead 
the public about the underlying facts. 

Finally, congressional inquiries into ongoing investigations create 
the added danger of undermining the credibility of law enforcement 
by injecting or appearing to inject political considerations into the 
criminal justice process. 

Therefore, at this time, the Department cannot comment about 
any particular actions that have been undertaken or may be under- 
taken during the course of the ongoing investigation into the e-mail 
retrieval issues. Nor can I comment on who at the White House or 
Justice Department may have known what and when about the e- 
mail retrieval issues as that is part of the ongoing criminal inves- 
tigation. All I can do is convey the assurance of the Campaign Fi- 
nance Task Force that the prosecutors working in coordination 
with the Office of Independent Counsel will follow the facts and the 
law wherever they may lead. 
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You have also asked why the Department has not agreed to 
make the Civil Division attorneys working on the Alexander case 
available to the committee for interviews. My letter of April 12 
identified several reasons why the Department declined the com- 
mittee’s request. As I stated in that letter, the committee’s pro- 
posed inquiry relates directly to the ongoing criminal investigation 
now under way by the Campaign Finance Task Force and the Of- 
fice of Independent Counsel. In the Alexander case, the Depart- 
ment asked Judge Lamberth to defer consideration of the e-mail re- 
trieval issues precisely because multiple investigations of the same 
conduct and multiple interviews of the same witnesses would inter- 
fere with and undermine the ongoing criminal investigation. 

Just last week Judge Lamberth agreed to continue deferring con- 
sideration of the e-mail retrieval issue. The court’s judgment that 
this investigation should proceed before a public airing of these al- 
legations also is applicable, in our view, to the committee’s request 
to interview the Civil Division attorneys assigned to the Alexander 
case. In the Department’s view, committee interviews of these at- 
torneys would interfere with and may undermine the ongoing 
criminal investigation. 

In addition, the committee’s proposed inquiry of the lawyers in 
the Civil Division runs counter to the Department’s view that line 
attorneys and agents should not be required to answer questions 
from Congress about the conduct of litigation or the pending crimi- 
nal investigation. We try our hardest to ensure that the Depart- 
ment’s line attorneys and agents can exercise the independent 
judgment essential to effective law enforcement and litigation. That 
independent judgment is seriously threatened when Congress seeks 
to question Department attorneys or agents about the actions they 
took and the litigation decisions they made in an ongoing case. 

There have been bipartisan objections to congressional inquiries 
of Department line attorneys, even when those attorneys have been 
sought to explain matters that have concluded. Former Attorneys 
General Barr and Civiletti have argued against subpoenas to line 
assistant U.S. attorneys as has former Acting Attorney General 
Stuart Gerson. The American Bar Association has also argued 
against it. The bipartisan National Association of Former U.S. At- 
torneys sent a letter to Assistant Attorney General Robinson last 
month making the point that the effect on morale and the prosecu- 
torial process would be devastating if career prosecutors were 
called before Congress to explain and defend their decisions. 

Similarly, Mr. Chairman, we are not in a position at this time 
to answer your questions or provide documents about the recent 
interviews of the President or Vice President conducted in further- 
ance of the ongoing campaign finance investigations. As I men- 
tioned in my letter of December 30, 1999, the prosecutors and 
agents assigned to the Campaign Finance Task Force continue to 
pursue actively any and all criminal violations of the campaign fi- 
nance laws. The questions asked of the President and Vice Presi- 
dent, like those addressed to other recent witnesses, pertain to on- 
going campaign finance criminal investigations. To date these in- 
vestigations in which the President and Vice President have been 
interviewed a total of 7 times have produced 24 prosecutions with 
16 convictions and 6 cases awaiting trial. Producing witness sum- 
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maries and documents about recent interviews would risk com- 
promising the ongoing investigations and undermine the confiden- 
tiality that is essential to effective law enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the committee’s oversight interest in 
this matter, and I understand the committee’s frustration with the 
Department’s pending matter policy, but I also know the committee 
respects deeply the responsibilities of the Attorney General to en- 
force the law, and I know the committee has tried to avoid any ac- 
tion that would jeopardize the effectiveness of this or any other 
criminal investigation. I continue to hope that we can work to- 
gether to accommodate the committee’s legitimate oversight needs 
while protecting the integrity of our law enforcement efforts. I will 
continue to try to do everything I can to make that possible. If I 
could have that introduced into the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Raben follows:] 
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STATEMENT FOR ROBERT RABEN 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am here today in response to your 
request by letter of April 26, 2000, As the Committee understands, many of the questions posed 
in the Chairman’s letter of April 26th relate to matters and activities in which I have had no 
personal involvement. But I have prepared as best 1 can, in the few days since the Chairman’s 
letter, to answer the Committee’s questions, consistent with the Department’s and the public’s 
ftmdamental interest in effective law enforcement. 

The White House E-Mail Investigation 

More than a month ago, the Department’s Criminal Division, acting through the 
Campaign Finance Task Force, began an investigation into whether the Executive Office of the 
President complied with subpoenas issued by the Task Force and this Committee. In conjunction 
with that inquiry. Criminal Division attorneys conferred with representatives from the Office of 
Independent Counsel because the Office of Independent Counsel had commenced its own 
investigation into nearly identical allegations surrounding the White House email retrieval issues. 
Thereafter, on March 22, 2000, the Office of Independent Counsel explicitly authorized the 
Department of Justice to continue its investigation pursuant to the Ethics in Government Act, 
which provides in pertinent part that whenever a “matter is in the prosecutorial jurisdiction of an 
independent counsel,” the Department of Justice shall “suspend” its investigation regarding 
“such matter” unless the independent counsel “agrees in writing” that such an investigation “may 
be continued” by the Department. 28 U.S.C. s 597(a). 
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Since last month, when the Independent Counsel authorized the Department to continue 
its investigation of the email retrieval issues, the Independent Counsel and the Campaign Finance 
Task Force have been working in coordination, conducting many joint interviews and reviewing 
numerous documents and other evidence. This criminal investigation is active and ongoing. 

Several of the questions in the Chairman’s letter of April 26, 2000, relate explicitly to 
matters currently under review in this criminal investigation. As I have explained in my letters 
on this and other Committee requests, disclosure of matters involving an open investigation can 
compromise the efforts of prosecutors and FBI agents to enforce federal law. Experienced 
prosecutors tell me that it would undermine law enforcement if defendants or prospective 
defendants learned the government’s factual or legal theories or what information the 
government had gathered and from what sources. Even neutral witnesses can have their 
recollections influenced or confused by public disclosures of statements or speculation from 
other witnesses. The disclosure of raw or preliminary investigative information that has yet to be 
fully investigated or substantiated can also damage unfairly the reputations of innocent 
individuals and mislead the public about the underlying facts. Finally, Congressional inquiries 
into ongoing investigations create the added danger of undermining the credibility of law 
enforcement by injecting, or appearing to inject, political considerations into the criminal justice 
process. 

Therefore, at this time, the Department cannot comment about any particular actions that 
have been undertaken or may be undertaken during the course of the ongoing investigation into 
the email retrieval issues. Nor can I comment on who at the White House or Justice Department 
may have known what and when about the email retrieval issues, as that is part of the ongoing 


2 



634 


criminal investigation. Al! I can do is convey the assurance of the Campaign Finance Task Force 
that the prosecutors, working in coordination with the Office of Independent Counsel, will follow 
the facts and the law wherever they may lead. 

You have also asked why the Department has not agreed to make the Civil Division 
attorneys working on the Alexander case available to the Committee for interviews. My letter of 
April 12, 2000, identified several reasons why the Department declined the Committee’s request. 
As I stated in that letter, the Committee’s proposed inquiry relates directly to the ongoing 
criminal investigation now underway by the Campaign Finance Task Force and the Office of 
Independent Counsel. In the Alexander case, the Department asked Judge Lamberth to defer 
consideration of the email retrieval issues precisely because multiple investigations of the same 
conduct, and multiple interviews of the same witnesses, would interfere with and undermine the 
ongoing criminal investigation. Just last week, Judge Lamberth agreed to continue deferring 
consideration of the email retrieval issue. The Court’s judgment that this investigation should 
proceed before a public airing of these allegations also is applicable in our view to the 
Committee’s request to interview the Civil Division attorneys assigned to the Alexander case. In 
the Department’s view, Committee interviews of these attorneys would interfere with and may 
undermine the ongoing criminal investigation. 

In addition, the Committee’s proposed inquiry of the lawyers in the Civil Division runs 
counter to the Department’s view that line attorneys and agents should not be required to answer 
questions from Congress about the conduct of litigation or a pending criminal investigation. We 
try our hardest to ensure that the Department’s line attorneys and agents can exercise the 
independent judgment essential to effective law enforcement and litigation. That independent 
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judgment is seriously threatened when Congress seeks to question Department attorneys or 
agents about the actions they took and the litigation decisions they made in an ongoing case. 

There have been bipartisan objections to Congressional inquiries of Department line 
attorneys, even when those attorneys have been sought to explain matters that have concluded. 
Former Attorneys General Barr and Civiletti have argued against subpoenas to line Assistant 
United States Attorneys, as has former Acting Attorney General Stuart Gerson. The American 
Bar Association has also argued against it. The bipartisan National Association of Former 
United States Attorneys sent a letter to Assistant Attorney General Robinson last month making 
the point that the effect on morale and the prosecutorial process would be “devastating” if career 
prosecutors were called before Congress to explain and defend their decisions. 

Interviews of the President and the Vice President 

Similarly, Mr. Chairman, we are not in a position at this time to answer your questions or 
provide documents about the recent interviews of the President or Vice President, conducted in 
furtherance of the ongoing campaign finance investigations.. As I mentioned in my letter of 
December 30, 1999, the prosecutors and agents assigned to the Campaign Finance Task Force 
continue to pursue actively any and all criminal violations of the campaign finance laws. The 
questions asked of the President and Vice President, like those addressed to other recent 
witnesses, pertain to ongoing campaign finance criminal investigations. To date, these 
investigations, in which the President and Vice President have been interviewed a total of seven 
(7) times, have produced twenty-two (22) prosecutions, with sixteen (1 6) convictions and six (6) 
cases awaiting trial. Producing witness summaries and documents about recent interviews would 
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risk compromising the ongoing investigations and undermine the confidentiality that is essential 
to effective law enforcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the Committee’s oversight interest in this matter, and I 
understand the Committee’s frustration with the Department’s pending matter policy. But I also 
know that the Committee respects deeply the responsibilities of the Attorney General to enforce 
the law, and I know the Committee has tried to avoid any action that would jeopardize the 
effectiveness of this, or any other, criminal investigation. I hope we can work together to 
accommodate the Committee’s legitimate oversight needs while protecting the integrity of our 
law enforcement efforts. I will do everything that 1 can to make that possible. 
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Mr. Raben. There are two small but important mistakes in the 
written testimony, but not in the oral that I know that I just said. 
In the first paragraph, on page 1 of the written, it says, “In the 
few days since the Chairman’s letter was sent,” but it has been 7 
days, and I appreciate your forewarning of the questions. 

Also on page 4, the written testimony says that the investigation 
has produced 22 prosecutions. I’m told this morning it’s been 24. 
I appreciate that. 

Mr. Burton. Well, we were going to — did you want to — you want 
to make some opening? You want to have some opening questions 
on your side? We’re going to go to our counsel. 

Mr. Waxman. Go ahead. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll go with our counsel. Let me just say as I yield 
to our counsel, you talked about the record of the Attorney General 
and the Justice Department. Charlie Trie, who fled the country and 
was in China for some time, got virtually a slap on the wrist, no 
jail time and a very small financial penalty. John Huang likewise 
got some community service time, a slap on the wrist and a very 
small financial penalty, and that’s the administration of justice 
that we have seen. 

When you cite all of these convictions and all of these people 
being brought to justice, it rings hollow, at least with this chair- 
man, because people who are very, very instrumental in bringing 
millions of dollars into the DNC and the President’s reelection com- 
mittee were never really brought to justice. They just got a little 
slap on the wrist, and we think that’s — we think that’s an aberra- 
tion of what justice is all about. We don’t think that’s what the ad- 
ministration of justice should be. 

Go ahead, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Raben, good afternoon. I’ll try and be as brief 
as possible on these questions, and indeed your opening statement 
and the letter that was furnished to this committee early this 
morning answered some of the questions that we were going to ask. 
So thank you for providing the answers albeit at a late date. 

We are aware that the Campaign Finance Task Force and the 
Office of Independent Counsel are conducting a joint investigation, 
and indeed in your opening statement you said that the OIC and 
Justice Department have even conducted joint interviews of indi- 
viduals. Do you know whether there’s ever been a joint investiga- 
tion like this between the Department of Justice and any Office of 
Independent Counsel? 

Mr. Raben. It’s a good question. I don’t know. I’ll find out for 
you. 

Mr. Wilson. The reason I asked, it’s one of the questions we 
posed to you in our letter last week. We’re interested in knowing 
whether it is appropriate to conduct such an investigation. Is it in- 
deed appropriate for the Department of Justice and the Office of 
Independent Counsel to engage in a collaborative effort? 

Mr. Raben. Thank you. It’s the view of the Department of Jus- 
tice that we have the legal authority, and it is appropriate. I can’t 
and wouldn’t speak for the independent counsel, but the independ- 
ent counsel explicitly authorized the Department of Justice to pur- 
sue the investigation, and the authority under which that author- 
ization was exercised was 28 USC 597(a). 
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Mr. Wilson. I read your statement with interest, and I know 28 
USC, section 597, and it allows any Office of Independent Counsel 
to authorize the Department of Justice to investigate a matter, but 
that’s a different issue than we’re facing today. It is certainly true 
that the Office of Independent Counsel could authorize the Depart- 
ment of Justice to investigate the same matters that it itself is in- 
vestigating. The statute provides that, but is it appropriate, is it in- 
deed legal for the Department of Justice and the Office of Inde- 
pendent Counsel to engage in a collaborative effort? 

Mr. Raben. I think it’s a fair and interesting question. I can only 
speak for one of the parties engaged, which is the Department of 
Justice thinks it is appropriate to coordinate and has coordinated 
with the OIC on this matter. I don’t know if joint — I’m not quib- 
bling with you. I don’t know the joint investigation is a term of art. 
I don’t — I’d be very hesitant to overcharacterize or undercharacter- 
ize, for that matter; that is, I don’t want to say anything inac- 
curate. To the extent — let me tell you the extent of my knowledge 
is that we were — the Campaign Finance Task Force is coordinating 
in a way that they think is appropriate with the independent coun- 
sel. Again, I can’t speak for the independent counsel. 

I do know that Judge Lamberth has been hearing from the Cam- 
paign Finance Task Force. I don’t know, I assume he has been 
hearing from the independent counsel, but again, I don’t know 
about that prong, but Judge Lamberth himself has been hearing 
from the Campaign Finance Task Force about the pace and sub- 
stance of their investigation. 

Mr. Wilson. I’ll put a request to you now that you provide an 
answer to the committee as to whether it is indeed provided for in 
the statute that there can be a collaborative effort. I don’t want to 
get theoretical here. It’s my understanding that the Office of Inde- 
pendent Counsel and members of the Department of Justice are 
sitting in the same room interviewing people at the same time, and 
one concern is that undercuts the very nature of independence that 
is in the title of independent counsel statute. 

So that’s something perhaps we can’t resolve today, but if you 
could provide for us the legal analysis that allows that to happen. 
If you could tell us what the safeguards are that would insulate the 
task force and this — and the independent counsel investigation 
from political influence or supervision at the Department of Jus- 
tice. What special safeguards have you built into this particular 
collaborative effort? 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


» 'ashington. D.C. 20S30 

May 19,2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear .Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee’s outstanding questions from the Committee’s hearing 
on May 3 rf regarding White House e-mail issues. I request that this response be entered into 
the hearing record. 

Many Independent Counsels have worked closely with the Department of Justice on 
various matters. The Act contemplated and encouraged consultation with the Department about 
the Departmental policies and practices. Where factual matters overlap, the Department and an 
OIC have frequently worked closely together to avoid duplicating or impeding the work of each 
other. See United States v, Wilson. 26 F.2d 142 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (joint prosecution by OIC and 
a U.S. Attorney’s Office authorized by Independent Counsel Act). 

In this particular instance, the OIC explicitly authorized the Department to continue 
investigation of the White House e-mail matter pursuant to the provisions of the Ethics in 
Government Act. See 28 U.S.C. 597(a). The current investigations by the OIC and the 
Campaign Financing Task Force are being conducted “cooperatively” but not ‘jointly.” There 
are built-in protections for both the OIC and the Department relating to the investigation. For 
example, although there have been joint interviews where it was in the mutual interests of the 
Office of the Independent Counsel and the Task Force, each office makes its own investigative 
and prosecutorial judgments. Additionally, by agreement, neither agency can take any 
investigative action that would impair the ability of the other to fulfill its investigative mandate. 
This would include, for example, immunizing a witness or otherwise entering into an 
arrangement with a witness to secure his/her cooperation. 

You asked several questions bearing on whether the Department has provided assistance 
to the White House in connection with the Committee’s hearings on the email matter. 
Specifically, you asked whether the White House consulted the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) 
regarding claims of privilege with respect to documents the White House initially withheld but 
then produced to the Committee on May 2" 1 . I am informed that the answer to that question is 
“no.” The White House did not request, and OLC did not provide; any assistance with respect to 
the White House’s response to the Committee’s request for those documents. The White House 
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did request other assistance from OLC prior to one hearing. In response, OLC prov ided the 
White House with pre-existing documents and general information about historical precedents 
and policies that guide the executive branch when it responds to congressional oversight. 

OLC did not provide advice regarding the application of the precedents and policies to specific 
facts or circumstances or how to respond to particular requests for documents or testimony. 
Lastly, the Department did not authorize Jason Baron or any other Civil Division attorney to 
assist the White House in connection with these hearings. 

With respect to Congressman BarT’s question regarding the benefit to the Department of 
discussions with counsel for the President and the Vice-President concerning their witnesses’ up- 
coming interviews, pre-interview communications about the general areas of anticipated 
questioning occur often during white-collar criminal investigations to ensure that the witness is 
focused and prepared. Analogous to your letter to me in advance of my recent testimony before 
/our Committee (in which you identified various subject matters you wanted to explore during 
:he hearing), the Department's communication to a witness in advance of an interview can enable 
he questioning to proceed more efficiently and productively. I am informed, however, that there 
vas no ''deal 1 ' with either the President or Vice President that prohibited questions on a topic that 
tad not been previously identified. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
ike additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


c: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Mr. Raben. I can’t speak to every one of them because I don’t — 
the demands of my job are such that I can’t participate in every 
conversation or every meeting on all the important things going on 
at the Department of Justice all the time. That being said, I know 
that the Department and the individuals who are charged with 
doing the different components of what I — what we all know to be 
a multifaceted issue here are careful to respect the lanes, and it is 
not uncommon for the Department to find itself in a position where 
in the normal course of representation of an agency, or in this case 
Executive Office 

Mr. Wilson. I respect that. What I’m asking is, is there anything 
special that’s been done in this particular case to set up a firewall? 
Do you know of anything different in this case than any other case? 

Mr. Raben. I need more information to answer you properly be- 
cause I haven’t participated in other cases, so I don’t know if this 
one is different, and no one has said in this case we have to do it 
unlike any other case. I can tell you what I witnessed, which is a 
division, and it’s a division and a reminder that there are different 
lanes, and that the divisions need to respect those lanes, and that 
division, as I say, has been monitored by Judge Lamberth. 

Mr. Wilson. I will ask if you would, please, in the not-too-distant 
future, if you could provide for us the analysis of what has been 
done, if anything. Perhaps it’s the same situation that’s been set 
up for the task force. Maybe there’s nothing different, and if there 
is nothing different, that’s the answer, and that’s acceptable in 
terms of the answer. 

On March 27, which is now, I guess, 5 weeks ago, the chairman 
of the committee made a request to the Department of Justice to 
appoint a special counsel to investigate the e-mail matter. As of 
this date, there has been no response to the request, and now that 
you’re here, perhaps you can provide us an official response if there 
is one. 

Mr. Raben. Yes. The official response is that we continue to work 
on it, that it’s a serious request, and that it’s being taken seriously. 
At the risk of not being seen as a team player at the esteemed De- 
partment of Justice where I’m very happy to be employed, I would 
have hoped that we could have provided an answer even to our- 
selves earlier than now. I know that we said in a letter to you of 
April 12 that we’d get you an answer promptly, and I continue to 
hope that it’s promptly, and that’s the best I can do. 

Mr. Wilson. From the perspective of the committee, we have 
asked this question because an awful lot has happened in the last 
5 weeks. 

Mr. Raben. I’m reminded by folks, and clearly this is not on all 
fours, but I’m reminded that under the then existing independent 
counsel statute, the Department had 90 days to determine, but I 
would fully hope that we would get you an answer long before 90 
days. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me — I’ll work into this slowly. Do you know 
when the Justice 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. Let me just interrupt here. I don’t know 
what kind of timeframe would be allowable, but we would certainly 
hope it would be quicker than 90 days. In fact, it doesn’t seem like 
it’s that difficult a decision to make. We’re talking about the Jus- 
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tice Department being on both sides of an issue. You have one divi- 
sion of the Justice Department on one side and another on the 
other side. How can the Justice Department work against itself? 
That’s the issue, and I don’t think that issue should take 90 days 
or 30 days. We need to have an answer back, and the Attorney 
General and her top aides over there ought to be able to sit down 
and resolve this in a matter of a few hours. 

Mr. Raben. It’s not the Department of Justice working against 
itself. I know that that characterization has been said before, but 
there are, as I understand it, a group of career employees in the 
Civil Division about whom allegations have been made. Allegations 
became sufficient such that the Campaign Finance Task Force 
thought it appropriate to open a criminal investigation. Once that 
occurs, the ordinary course of business is to stay or defer that as- 
pect of a civil litigation, in this case the Alexander case, which 
might be implicated or interfere with the criminal investigation, 
which we think takes primacy. We think that’s the most important 
thing. 

I appreciate the characterization that’s been made that it’s the 
Department of Justice working against itself, but I have learned 
that, in fact, it is not uncommon for 

Mr. Burton. I want to make sure I understand. What you’re say- 
ing is the civil case is, in essence, being put on hold while the 
criminal case proceeds? 

Mr. Raben. No, I don’t mean to say that, and if I did, I apologize. 
Those aspects of the civil case, the Alexander litigation, which are 
implicated by the criminal investigation are deferred, but they are 
only deferred through the approval of Judge Lamberth. We can’t do 
that on our own, but the Campaign Finance Task Force folks go 
to the judge and engage him on the progress of the criminal inves- 
tigation, and the judge makes a decision of what pace, what aspects 
of the civil litigation should be deferred or not. 

Mr. Burton. But the request has been made that he defer action 
on the civil case until the criminal case has been resolved. That’s 
what they requested of the judge, right? 

Mr. Raben. I’m with you 92 percent of that, I think. I have to 
go look at the filing again. 

Mr. Burton. In essence, what the Department of Justice is ask- 
ing for is a deference of the civil case while they run out the clock 
on the criminal case. 

Mr. Raben. They are asking for a deferral of those aspects of the 
civil case. There are aspects of the Alexander case which precede. 
There are aspects which we asked to defer, and the judge has 
taken it 

Mr. Burton. Taken it under advisement. 

Mr. Raben. Taken it under advisement, thank you. 

Mr. Wilson. There are two real-world problems that have come 
up, and maybe they are not of great significance at the end of the 
day, but help me work through these. One, it has come to our at- 
tention that when the Mail2 problem was discovered, individuals at 
the White House contacted a Department of Justice attorney 
named Jason Baron, and we have no idea what that contact en- 
tailed, but the White House reached out to a Department of Justice 
lawyer named Jason Baron. Yesterday, late in the afternoon, we 
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were provided documents by the White House that had been kept 
from us subject to claims of privilege, and on one of the documents 
there was the name Jason Baron and his telephone number. 

Now, we have not had an opportunity to ask people what hap- 
pened, and we’ll do that in the future, but we have been asking to 
talk to Department of Justice attorneys, and you have very respect- 
fully declined our requests and said, we cannot do that. I am won- 
dering whether you know if the Department of Justice has or has 
not authorized Mr. Baron to talk to anybody in the White House? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know that. 

Mr. Wilson. We would very much like you to find that out if you 
could. 

Mr. Raben. Whether the Department has authorized Mr. Baron 
to talk to anyone in the White House? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. It’s my understanding that Mr. Baron, who 
may not be employed by the Department of Justice now, but falls 
under the same constraints that you apply to us under your re- 
quest for line attorneys to testify — we are prevented from having 
line attorneys to talk to in this particular case, and yet we were 
very surprised by a contemporaneous notation of Mr. Baron’s name 
with his telephone number on top written by somebody who is em- 
ployed by the White House. 

We do not know whether there’s been a contact or not, but this 
is one of the real-world problems that we face. We ask for a special 
counsel because we’re concerned by the types of appearances and 
problems that occur when the Department of Justice is investigat- 
ing, first of all, its own lawyers, and second of all, people in the 
White House counsel’s office. That’s one thing. I will return to that 
slightly in a moment. 

Second thing is documents were withheld from us temporarily by 
the Department of Justice under claims of privilege. Do you know 
whether the White House consulted with the Office of Legal Coun- 
sel regarding claims of privilege? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t have any information about that. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s another question we would very much like 
you to answer because in the past when the White House has de- 
cided to embark upon considering claims of executive privilege, as 
has indeed happened in this particular case, the White House has 
gone to the Office of Legal Counsel. 

Now, this committee obviously would have a particular concern 
with the White House going to the Department of Justice, which 
is already on both sides of the same case, and getting a reading as 
to whether the Department of Justice concurs with a claim of privi- 
lege, and this is another conflict that we’ve seen just in the last 
week potentially. 

So again, if you could provide an answer to that specific question. 

Mr. Raben. There’s two prongs to that. I’ll find out, and then I 
have to find out what the restrictions are in revealing what I find 
out. Help me out. What’s the conflict in — I don’t know that they 
did, and I’ll try to find out, but what’s the conflict in the White 
House asking about the legal aspects of asserting a privilege which 
is the White House’s to assert, which I understand they didn’t as- 
sert? 
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Mr. Wilson. I don’t want to be mysterious. Congress wants docu- 
ments. Just as we would have liked to have had full searches of 
all this universe of e-mails back 2 years ago and not have had to 
wait all this time, Congress has asked for information, and the 
White House decided to take an approach that would have denied 
the committee access to certain documents. And one of the ques- 
tions we would ask is whether the Department of Justice was at 
all complicitous in preventing documents from coming to Congress. 
That’s part of, again 

Mr. Raben. They didn’t assert privilege, right? A person men- 
tioned they were thinking about it? 

Mr. Wilson. There was a delay. Documents were not produced 
to us immediately. So we’d like to know whether the Department 
of Justice was providing legal services. Did the Department of Jus- 
tice provide legal service to the White House in a case that is al- 
ready on two sides of the issue? 

Mr. Burton. Let me ask a question for clarification. The gentle- 
man’s name that was in the margins of this document that was de- 
livered to us and his phone number, is he a member of the Depart- 
ment of Justice? 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Baron was the Department of Justice attorney. 
He apparently has been teaching at a university in Canada and is 
on his way back to the United States. He’s going to be taking up 
a position apparently in the U.S. Government. We do not know his 
current 

Mr. Burton. Is he on sabbatical from the Department of Justice 
or on leave? 

Mr. Wilson. We don’t know. 

Mr. Raben. I’ll find out his status, sir. I’m glad his name — I’m 
not glad his name came up, but since his name has come up, I an- 
swered — I was told yesterday — you had asked me the last time I 
was here the Civil Division attorneys that worked on the case, and 
I ultimately was able to provide toward the end of that hearing a 
list of four or five people. Apparently Mr. Baron is one of the attor- 
neys who worked on the case. He was not — his name does not ap- 
pear on the pleadings apparently. 

Mr. Burton. But he’s one of the attorneys that worked on the 
civil case? 

Mr. Raben. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Those documents that we received, were those re- 
garding the civil case? 

Mr. Wilson. The documents we’ve received appear to be docu- 
ments that relate to members in the White House trying to find out 
what’s happening in this matter right now. So it appears to be the 
White House gathering information, and so we might say they are 
doing their homework right now, and the simple way of putting it 
is has the Department of Justice helped the White House do their 
homework to prepare for these hearings? And we will be hearing 
from former White House and current White House employees to- 
morrow. The simple question is has the Department of Justice, not- 
withstanding this potential conflict, helped the White House pre- 
pare for the hearings that we’re putting on right now? 

Mr. Raben. I have no knowledge of that. I have not — I have 
stayed away from that, but I’ll find out. 
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Mr. Wilson. If you could followup on that. That would be very 
helpful. 

Mr. Raben. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Just to stay on the line attorney policy for just a 
moment, I worked at the Department of Justice. I’m extremely 
sympathetic to the Department of Justice’s line attorney policy. As 
I’ve pointed out to you and associates who are behind you, the com- 
mittee has a conceptual problem with the way the Department has 
handled the line attorney policy. We are well aware that line attor- 
neys have been made available to Chairman Dingell’s subcommit- 
tee, in the Rocky Flats dispute. They’ve testified to us in Waco in- 
vestigations we’ve conducted. Senator Specter recently had line at- 
torneys testify before him in the Senate. 

There appears to be a unifying factor in all of this, and that is 
when the line attorneys have been able to tell a story that’s helpful 
to the Department of Justice, they have been provided for question- 
ing. Now, what I’d like, if you could help us with this, if you could 
distinguish the situations where line attorneys have testified before 
Chairman Dingell, before ourselves in the Waco investigation, be- 
fore Senator Specter, just in the last few weeks from our request 
to have access to line attorneys that we would like to talk to. 

Mr. Raben. I can convey to you the distinctions that are con- 
veyed to me. The distinctions are either fact witness, subpoena, or 
mistake. Those are the three basic exceptions — not exceptions, but 
those are the three basic defenses or justifications, if you will, that 
I have been able to discern distinguishing one matter from another. 

I hear your neutral principle that we serve it up when it tells a 
good story or not. I’d be eager to talk with you more about that. 
And I don’t mean this flippantly, but I think we would serve up 
a lot more if that were the neutral principle. That would be my 
sense. I am more comfortable — as one of the spokespersons for the 
Department and my name goes on a letter, I’m more comfortable 
articulating the policy along the lines of the following: We try 
mightily, and we do almost everything we can to prevent line attor- 
neys from testifying in public or responding, especially during an 
ongoing matter, to questions from Congress about how they are 
handling a case, both the strategy and the substance of the case. 
Sometimes those efforts are successful from our point of view, and 
sometimes they are not. 

Mr. Wilson. I appreciate that, and what you say makes sense to 
us, but in this case we’re not looking for strategy in a case. We’re 
not looking for the substantive material that’s being discussed in 
the case. The conduct of the attorneys themselves is under inves- 
tigation both by the Department of Justice and the independent 
counsel and by this committee. 

Let me just try and at least clarify one thing that’s been now out- 
standing for a year and a half, and that is it was represented to 
us by the very colleague that’s sitting behind you 18 months ago 
that the principle that the Department of Justice was standing on 
is that if line attorneys had talked to the press, that was a deciding 
factor in making them available to testify before Congress. That 
was not one of the three factors you just cited a moment ago, and 
I would like to know and the committee would like to know finally 
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whether that is indeed a principle that you hold out as having any 
relevance whatsoever to your decision. 

Mr. Raben. Oh, you asked an easier question than I thought you 
were going to ask. Does it have any relevance? I think that every — 
I think that we treat every accommodation and every committee as 
sui generis. The use of stare decisis in these cases has confused me 
from the moment I got to the Department. In that sense, it’s rel- 
evant. I have disagreements with my superiors and people with 
whom I work and myself on any number of matters, small and 
large, and I think I need to continue to learn more about this one, 
but I would go so far to say it would be a relevant factor, but I 
wouldn’t consider it dispositive. 

Mr. Wilson. Let me turn to another subject very quickly, if we 
may. At the last hearing at which you testified, we had asked for 
your assistance in providing the names of Civil Division lawyers 
who had worked on the e-mail matter in the Alexander case, and 
you have provided those names, and we are grateful for that. Can 
you tell us the lawyers who actually participated in preparing the 
affidavit submitted by Daniel Barry in the Alexander case? 

Mr. Raben. Not yet. I can’t yet. That is a key fact. I presume it’s 
a key fact. It’s a fact in the ongoing criminal investigation. Who 
said what to whom and when and whether or not there was any- 
thing inappropriate in consultation or action vis-a-vis that affidavit 
is a fact that is being vetted by the criminal investigation. 

Mr. Burton. You know who it is? 

Mr. Raben. No, I don’t. Because I knew I could not speak about 
it, there was no reason for me to inquire. 

Mr. Burton. How long ago has it been since we asked for that? 
About a month. Unless it’s covered by grand jury or 6(e) or an on- 
going investigation, we would like to know who that was or who 
they were. Can you speed that up for us? It’s been a month. 

Mr. Raben. I can ask the criminal investigation to speed their 
investigation up. Absolutely. 

Mr. Burton. It can’t be that hard to find out who participated 
in helping with that document. 

Mr. Raben. You’re right, but I wouldn’t be able to reveal that in- 
formation even if I knew it until the criminal investigation is com- 
plete. 

Mr. Wilson. This morning we received a letter from the Attorney 
General that was helpful in explaining in very general terms a de- 
cision that has been made. The committee has subpoenaed recent 
interviews of the President and the Vice President, and this morn- 
ing we learned in a letter from Attorney General Reno to the chair- 
man that the Department of Justice would not provide those — the 
interview summaries of those two interviews, and I’d like to — we 
understand the rationale of the letter. We understand your basis. 
However, the first question is, is it true to say that everything in 
those interviews pertains to ongoing cases? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. I don’t know. I presume that is 

Mr. Wilson. I don’t think that’s answered in the letter, and I 
don’t think it’s answered in your statement, so it won’t help to look 
back. If you could answer that question as well. What you are rep- 
resenting to us is that we cannot have these interview summaries. 
Now, we have been for the last 3 years very respectful of all re- 
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quests from the Department of Justice to not interfere with ongo- 
ing investigations. In the Johnny Chung hearing we kept names off 
of the table. In the Trie hearings, in the Huang hearings we did 
not ask certain questions because we were requested not to, and we 
have been respectful of the 6(e) policy, and we have been respectful 
of ongoing investigations. 

So simply put, the question is if there is material that does not 
pertain to ongoing investigations, then we should at least have an 
expectation to receive that information. 

Mr. Raben. Right. I can confirm that the interviews were con- 
ducted in furtherance of an ongoing investigation. You know that, 
but you’re asking a more nuanced question, if there are 2, 3, 4, 5, 
8, 9, 10 questions that are clearly relevant to a closed investiga- 
tion? 

Mr. Wilson. Closed or not open. I’ll give you a specific example 
because it helps explain what I’m saying. The committee has been 
publicly very critical and the chairman has made many statements 
about the failure of the task force to ask the Vice President about 
the Hsi Lai temple, Buddhist fundraiser. Many, many times the 
chairman has said not one single question was asked of the Vice 
President. It is our understanding that questions were asked of the 
Vice President at his recent interview about the Buddhist temple 
fundraiser. 

Now, we have been told that the Vice President is not under in- 
vestigation. There has already been a prosecution of Maria Hsia. 
It’s difficult for us to understand what is ongoing about this inves- 
tigation unless you were to try and say that it was the contempt 
prosecution of the nuns or something else, but there appears to be 
nothing ongoing. Indeed it would be manifestly unfair to question 
somebody after the prosecution of Maria Hsia if this issue was still 
ongoing. So what we don’t understand is what is off the table, what 
is ongoing about the Buddhist temple fundraiser? 

Mr. Raben. Right. You’ve been told in a variety of fora orally and 
in letters that the Campaign Finance Task Force is pursuing ongo- 
ing investigations, and that’s a dynamic concept. Things close, and 
they learn new information, as would be the case, I assume, in 
many prosecutions. That may reopen something. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. 

Mr. Raben. I recognize that the independent counsel statute is 
done, but you can learn information from a witness that leads you 
to a new line of inquiry, and I think — the Campaign Finance Task 
Force, I avoid asking too many questions of them. I don’t want to 
politicize what they are doing either. That’s a risk that I have to 
throw into the mix, but they remind me that they have interviewed 
the President and Vice President several times, and they have 
asked, they say, a lot of questions. 

Mr. Wilson. Recognizing that investigations are dynamic, they 
close, they open, and that’s a rationale for a prosecutor questioning 
somebody else, I’ll ask you the specific question, has the investiga- 
tion of the Vice President been reopened in the Hsi Lai temple 
matter? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. 

Mr. Wilson. Is it because you’re not able to tell us, or you don’t 
know? 
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Mr. Raben. The latter, I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. Excuse me, if I could, counselor. 

Something is coming to my mind called deliberate ignorance. 
What I don’t understand here is you’re saying, gee, I don’t want to 
ask questions because I don’t want to interject politics into it. How 
would your asking a question, an employee, an official of the Clin- 
ton Department of Justice, inquiring into the status of an inves- 
tigation of another attorney in the Clinton Department of Justice 
politicize something? 

Mr. Raben. A political appointee confirmed by the Senate? 

Mr. Barr. You just said a few moments ago that you don’t ask 
too many questions because you don’t want to interject politics into 
it. 

Mr. Raben. You want to be very careful about ongoing criminal 
investigations. 

Mr. Barr. How could you possibly interject politics into one De- 
partment of Justice official inquiring of another Justice Depart- 
ment official? 

Mr. Raben. A political appointee asking questions of a career — 
of a line attorney, you don’t think that has an inherent 

Mr. Barr. I think there’s a lot of politics with this administra- 
tion, but this is the first time that I’ve heard that used as a defense 
to finding out information and transmitting information to Con- 
gress by somebody within the administration. I think it’s thor- 
oughly politicized. 

Mr. Raben. Your characterization of a defense is interesting. I 
didn’t assert it as a defense to anything. I said it’s one of the con- 
siderations I have. I have to prepare myself and do prepare myself 
and try to prepare myself for your very valid questions. 

Mr. Barr. He just asked a very valid question, and you said, I 
don’t know. 

Mr. Raben. Right. I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. Apparently you haven’t — I think that was a very rel- 
evant question, and certainly the answer to it is not going to com- 
promise any investigation, just asking is the investigation still 
open. 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know. I can ask. If we can communicate that 
to you, we will. 

Mr. Barr. It requires you to ask a question, and you seem to be 
even hesitant to ask questions of your people at the Department of 
Justice. That’s what I don’t understand. 

Mr. Raben. You’ve asked me to ask a question. I will ask that 
question. 

Mr. Burton. The chief counsel’s time has expired. We have two 
or three votes on the floor. We will stand in recess at the fall of 
the gavel, at which time Mr. Waxman will have some time. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Raben, we apologize once again for the time- 
frame. We had four votes on the House floor. We will now yield to 
Mr. Waxman for his time. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Raben, the chairman has criticized the Justice Department 
for not allowing our committee to talk to line attorneys working in 
the Civil Division about the Alexander case. That is the case 
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brought by Judicial Watch concerning FBI files that were provided 
to the White House. The Department has responded quite reason- 
ably, I believe, that it has a clear and consistent policy of not pro- 
viding the line attorneys to Congress to answer questions about 
Department litigation, particularly when the litigation is still ongo- 
ing. 

Now, the committee could subpoena those same line attorneys 
and force them to come up here and testify. The issue, however, is 
not whether we have the power to do that, but whether that would 
be a wise, prudent exercise of our subpoena power. 

It may be helpful for us to consider an affidavit filed by Robert 
J. Conrad, Jr., the head of the Department’s Campaign Finance 
Task Force in the Alexander case, and I’d ask unanimous consent 
that this affidavit be part of the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

Mr. Waxman. In that affidavit, signed on March 23 of this year, 
Mr. Conrad notified the court that the task force had launched a 
criminal investigation into the missing e-mails, and that he asked 
a court to postpone any inquiry into the e-mails until the task force 
had concluded its investigation. Mr. Conrad stated emphatically 
that allowing civil attorneys to investigate the e-mail problem, 
“would interfere with and potentially compromise the task force’s 
own investigation of the pending allegations.” 

Now, the chairman has suggested that this was simply a ploy to 
prevent the court from looking into the e-mail problem. He’s free 
to make whatever allegations he wants, but let me point out that 
the Office of Independent Counsel Robert Ray supported Mr. 
Conrad’s request. Mr. Conrad says just that in paragraph 10 of his 
affidavit. Once more, the judge in Alexander, Royce Lamberth, who 
is not known to be particularly partial to the White House, agreed 
with Mr. Conrad’s request, so apparently the Department’s task 
force, the Office of Independent Counsel, and Judge Royce 
Lamberth all agree on one thing, that the Department’s Civil Divi- 
sion line attorneys should refrain from investigating the e-mail 
matter further until a criminal investigation is complete. 

By the way, all three of these people, Mr. Conrad, Independent 
Counsel Ray and Judge Lamberth, are all in on this conspiracy to 
protect the White House. This is perhaps one of the most remark- 
able conspiracies in the history of the Republic. 

Now, the chairman can subpoena these line attorneys and insist 
that they discuss their e-mail investigations before this committee, 
but if he does so, he is going against a determination made by the 
Department’s task force, the independent counsel and Judge 
Lamberth that public testimony by those same Civil Division attor- 
neys about their e-mail investigation would compromise the crimi- 
nal investigation. Given those circumstances, I think it would be 
inappropriate and imprudent to demand that those line attorneys 
appear before our committee to discuss their activities in the Alex- 
ander case. I wanted to put that view on the record and have that 
out there. 

Chairman Burton recently subpoenaed the Department of Justice 
for interview summaries. These are known as FBI 302s of dozens 
of interviews concerning the DOJ’s campaign finance investigation. 
My understanding is the Department has given our committee ac- 
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cess to these FBI interview notes when the Department considered 
its investigation to be closed. Is that correct? 

Mr. Raben. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. All of the interview summaries requested by 
Chairman Burton involved investigation of Democrats. However, I 
understand that the Justice Department’s campaign finance inves- 
tigation has examined allegations relating to both Democratic and 
Republican fundraising practices; is that correct? 

Mr. Raben. I don’t have independent knowledge of that. I have 
read accounts of those. I presume that to be true. 

Mr. Waxman. Some investigations into Republican practices are 
also closed investigations. If the committee requested copies of the 
FBI interviews relating to these closed investigations, is there any 
reason why the Department could not provide copies of the inter- 
view notes? 

Mr. Raben. Our policy for the provision of 302s has been that the 
302 should be a summary of a closed case, and it should be a re- 
quest of the committee, and then we would redact for the normal 
6(e) and privacy redactions. If there are any others, I’ll let you 
know, but that’s the basic policy. 

Mr. Waxman. There have been serious allegations relating to the 
fundraising practices of former national committee head Haley 
Barbour. In fact, some of the most serious allegations involving for- 
eign campaign money in the 1996 election concern Haley Barbour 
and the National Policy Forum. According to these allegations, Mr. 
Barbour solicited over $1 million in foreign money from a Hong 
Kong businessman named Ambrous Young for an entity called the 
National Policy Forum, which was an arm of the Republican Na- 
tional Committee. These funds were then used in 1994 congres- 
sional races around the country. According to press accounts and 
other sources, individuals reportedly with knowledge relevant to 
the Haley Barbour allegations include Haley Barbour and Ambrous 
Tung Young, Benton Becker, Richard Richards, Mark Braden, Ste- 
ven Richards, David Norcross, Michael Baroody, Fred Volcansek, 
Donald Fierce, Scott Reed, Daniel Denning, Henry Barbour, Jo- 
Anne Coe, Kevin Kellum, John Bolton, Jay Benning, Steven S. 
Walker, Jr., Ed Rogers and Kirk Blalock. Mr. Raben, will you pro- 
vide the committee with summaries of any FBI and DOJ interviews 
with these individuals as well as any other FBI and DOJ inter- 
views with witnesses with knowledge related to allegations that 
Republicans raised illegal contributions? 

Mr. Raben. We respond to these requests in a nonpartisan way. 
At the request of the committee, we will provide 302s of closed in- 
vestigations redacted, as I said, for 6(e) and privacy, yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Another area that I have repeatedly asked 

Mr. Raben. I should probably clarify that so as not to mislead 
you. It needs to be at the request of the committee. 

Mr. Waxman. If the committee has requested the 302 interviews 
from you of the closed cases for Democratic campaign questions, 
then I see no reason why this committee shouldn’t also request of 
you the 302s of the interviews relating to closed investigations of 
the Republican National Committee, Mr. Haley Barbour, and those 
that I mentioned. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask you to join me in requesting 
the DOJ provide the committee with these interview summaries. 

Mr. Burton. I just was made aware of the request by the rank- 
ing minority member, and I haven’t had a chance to check with the 
parliamentarian about the justification of whether or not we should 
go ahead with this, and I will be happy to do that. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Chairman, it’s not a question for the par- 
liamentarian. It’s a question for this committee. This committee 
has routinely asked for the 302s when there was an investigation 
of Democratic potential finance abuses, and when the Justice De- 
partment closed the cases, you asked that we get those 302s be- 
cause we wanted to evaluate how they’ve acted. There have been 
investigations of Republicans, and these cases have been closed, 
and we ought to get the 302s from those cases as well. There’s no 
difference, and there’s no rationale that would say that this com- 
mittee would want to get the 302s for what the campaign finance 
investigation did for some of these Democratic accusations. When 
there are accusations against Republicans, we ought to get those 
documents as well. 

Mr. Raben, another area I repeatedly asked the committee to in- 
vestigate are allegations made by Texas businessman Peter 
Cloeren regarding the 1996 campaign and Republican candidate 
Brian Babin. According to these allegations, Majority Whip Tom 
DeLay and Mr. Babin knowingly participated in a scheme to funnel 
illegal conduit contributions to Mr. Babin’s campaign through vehi- 
cles that include an entity known as Triad Management. 

The DeLay-Babin allegations are also some of the most serious 
allegations that have been made relating to conduit contributions 
in the 1996 campaign. In this case there is specific and credible 
evidence that a senior Republican Member of Congress and a Re- 
publican congressional candidate knowingly participated in a 
scheme to funnel illegal conduit contributions. According to media 
accounts and information gathered by my staffs investigation of 
these allegations, individuals who purportedly have knowledge rel- 
evant to the DeLay-Babin allegations include Peter Cloeren, Brian 
Babin, Representative DeLay, Robert Mills, Paul Peveto, Mike 
Lucia, Gail Averyt, Robert and Dawn Cone, Floyd and Anne 
Coates, Karen Malenick and Walter Whetsell. 

Mr. Raben, will you provide the committee the interview sum- 
maries for any interview DOJ and FBI conducted of these and 
other individuals regarding the DeLay-Babin allegations? 

Mr. Raben. As I said, sir, our policy is at the request of the com- 
mittee, we will provide 302s for closed investigations redacted for 
privacy in 6(e). 

Mr. Waxman. Every time I’ve raised this issue for our committee 
to investigate it, the chairman has said this issue has been inves- 
tigated by the Department of Justice, and they closed the case. So 
I would like to ask the chairman if he would join me in requesting 
that DOG provide the committee with these summaries of any 
interviews with these individuals regarding the DeLay-Babin alle- 
gations. 

Mr. Raben. We’ve been called many things, sir, but not DOG. 

Mr. Waxman. After a while even a J becomes a G with my 
speech impediment. I’m hopeful. 



652 


Obviously discussions are going on that we can get these docu- 
ments. There’s no reason not to. We ought to get the documents 
from you for our committee to know what kind of job Justice De- 
partment has been doing investigating allegations of campaign fi- 
nance abuses. And I would hope, Mr. Chairman, that we can have 
an agreement on this. If not 

Mr. Burton. Give me a second. 

I’ve talked to the staff about this. We have, according to the staff, 
a large number of 302s outstanding, and if we agree to this, the 
302s relating to Peter Cloeren and Haley Barbour, we want the 
Justice Department to understand that we want all of the 302 out- 
standing document requests that we’re talking about given to us 
along with these, and if that’s agreed to, how many — we should 
get — we’ve actually asked for those sometime back, but we should 
be getting those if not simultaneously, before we get these, and if 
we get that agreement from the Justice Department, I have no 
problem in joining with you. 

Mr. Waxman. I think the Justice Department ought to give us 
all — our committee on both sides — the 302s of any cases that are 
closed. That has been their policy. If you have requests out, you 
ought to get your requests satisfied, and we ought to get our re- 
quests satisfied, and we ought to have it for our committee’s docu- 
ments so we can evaluate the job the Justice Department has done 
in this regard. There is a distinction between closed and open 
cases. 

Mr. Burton. I understand. The open cases — the one thing that 
concerns me about the 302s is we believe, Mr. Waxman, that 
there’s some politicization of the Justice Department, as you know. 
You may not agree with that, we do, and as a result, we believe 
that some of the cases may be kept open so we cannot get the 302s. 
Now, that’s one of the major concerns that we have. 

I don’t think we have any big objection to you getting these 302s, 
but what we want to do is get the 302s that we’ve requested, and 
if we can get that, since we’ve requested it some time ago, then I 
think we can work this out. 

Mr. Waxman, we’re talking not only about 302s, but other sub- 
poenaed documents we requested from the Justice Department that 
the Justice Department has not given us. I mean, there’s a whole 
host of things, 302s, documents that we’ve requested, the La Bella 
and Freeh memos which we have never received, and we don’t un- 
derstand why in the world there should be a 

Mr. Waxman. If you’ll excuse me, Mr. Raben. This committee has 
asked for 302s from the Justice Department on cases that have 
been closed. The Justice Department has furnished 302s on some 
of those cases. The majority on the committee is asking for addi- 
tional 302s for closed cases. We’re asking for additional — we’re ask- 
ing for 302s on the cases that I mentioned. 

Now, the committee majority may be asking for other documents 
as well that you may or may not be able to give them for one rea- 
son or another. That you have to deal with the committee majority 
on. But for the 302s on cases that are closed, the Republicans 
ought to get what they’ve requested and we ought to get what 
we’ve requested. And, Mr. Chairman, I would like you to join with 
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me in making that demand of the Justice Department at this hear- 
ing. 

Mr. Burton. The problem that we have — and I have no objec- 
tion, like I said, to getting these 302s. But when the 302 is re- 
quested — for instance, on former Congressman Solomon, that 302 
was brought over to us in 1 day. Other 302s that we requested 
have been languishing for months and months and we have not re- 
ceived them. And so what we want to do is make sure that the doc- 
uments and the 302s that we requested we get immediately. And 
we’ll go along with the 302s that you request. They can get them 
to you as quickly as they want to. But we want the documents 
we’ve subpoenaed and the documents we requested in the form of 
302s as well. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me join with you in making a joint request of 
the Justice Department that you give us all the 302s that we’re 
asking for to which we’re entitled and that they all come in to- 
gether. And that if the chairman is concerned that we’ll get ours 
and they won’t get theirs, let’s make a request that you give them 
all to us as quickly as possible. 

Mr. Burton. Why don’t we do this? If you gentleman would 
yield — if the gentleman would yield, there is no motion on the floor. 
If the gentleman would yield, why don’t we issue a subpoena for 
the document — for the 302s that you have requested and in that 
subpoena we will request or we will issue a subpoena that includes 
the documents that we have requested and the 302s that we have 
requested. That way, everything will be in one subpoena. That way, 
you’ll get what you want, and we’ll get what we want. Do you have 
any objection to that? 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I think we have the makings of an 
agreement. I just want to clarify that what we want in the sub- 
poena are the names that I read with regard to the Haley Barbour 
allegations and the Cloeren allegations, all of those, and you have 
the list we’ve given you, of those cases. And so all of those names 
ought to be subpoenaed for 302s that the Justice Department, FBI 
would have. If you want to add to that subpoena other documents, 
I have no problem with that. 

Mr. Burton. Well, what we want to do is make sure that all doc- 
uments that we have previously subpoenaed, all 302s that we’ve re- 
quested and subpoenaed in addition to what you’ve requested here 
today, all be given to us in a timely fashion and that we don’t 
want — and this has to be spelled out so Justice understands it, we 
don’t want the 302s for Republicans given to the Democrat minor- 
ity before we get the documents that we’ve requested subpoenaed 
in the past. Simultaneously, that’s fine. But we don’t want this fa- 
voritism shown one way or the other. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, that’s agreeable with us. 

Mr. Burton. How about in the subpoena it be specified that all 
the documents be given jointly to both the majority and minority 
staff simultaneously? 

Mr. Waxman. That’s reasonable. 

Mr. Raben. Sir, I 

Mr. Burton. If you would just hold for just a second here. Is 
there — I actually don’t even need a motion, but if you care to make 
a motion. 
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Mr. Waxman. Well, Mr. Chairman, but based on the 
agreement 

Mr. Burton. They said a motion is not necessary. 

Mr. Waxman. Based on our discussion here we have given and 
we will submit on the record a list to you. 

Mr. Burton. We have a list. 

Mr. Waxman. You have the list. 

Mr. Burton. The list is a matter of record. We will submit the 
list for the record today so that there’s no doubt today but what 
it consists of. So it will be a part of the record. It will be in there 
today. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very much for 
this agreement. And we will go along with your request. 

Mr. Burton. The subpoena in detail will be issued and we will 
consult with both the majority and minority counsels to make sure 
that correspondence going along with the subpoena is detailed thor- 
oughly so there’s no misunderstanding about that. 

Mr. Barr. I would like unanimous consent that the record reflect 
that I object to this procedure. 

Mr. Burton. The record shall reflect that. 

Is there further discussion? Mr. Waxman you still have time. 

Mr. Waxman. I still have time, and I’ll yield to my members who 
want to ask Mr. Raben some questions. Otherwise, I think mem- 
bers who have come 

Mr. Raben. May I, sir, say what I have been trying to say? I 
would be eager to work with you as we have tried to work in the 
past to be responsive to all of the requests. If I heard part of your 
agreement to be that nothing would be produced until everything 
that was producible was produced, if I heard that to be the case, 
then I would need clarification on that. That would be inconsistent 
with what I think is a relatively healthy protocol that we have 
been able to work out with the majority which prioritizes among 
the list of documents and 302s they want. 

Now, we have not, for a variety of production reasons, been able 
to meet the priorities jot and tittle, but the priorities have been 
useful, I understood, for both the committee and for us. And I 
would hope that we would — among the cohort of materials that 
you’re going to identify in this subpoena that we would hold open 
the opportunity to talk with you about that. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me say on our part we’ll talk to the chairman 
about that and decide how we’re going to proceed. 

Mr. Burton. OK. The thing that Justice needs to know, though, 
is that we are adamant about documents that have been previously 
subpoenaed and requested that we have not received. And if we’re 
going to — as we’ve agreed to, we’re going to ask for these 302s in 
a subpoena for the Democrat minority. We want to make sure that 
the Justice Department gives us the documents that we are enti- 
tled to — legally entitled to that we have not yet received in accord- 
ance with the subpoena. You will convey that to them. 

Do you have any more comments? 

Mr. Waxman. I have some time if anybody wants me to yield. If 
not, I yield back the time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

Mr. Ose. Mr. Chairman, down here amongst the 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Ose. 

Mr. Ose [continuing]. Kiddie table. Thank you. Did I understand 
the comments from this gentleman to be that we would not receive 
anything until we received everything? 

Mr. Burton. It was my understanding — and, of course, this is 
something that was sprung on us very late in the day here. It was 
my understanding that there might be a rolling production of these 
things, but the minority and majority together would make sure 
that they were given in a timely fashion and in a fair and equitable 
way. 

Mr. Ose. Are we going to have a date certain, a date certain by 
which these things will be produced? 

Mr. Burton. We will put a date certain on the subpoena. I think 
that’s something that should be done. But it has to be in a fairly 
reasonable period because we’re talking about a substantial num- 
ber of 302s. 

Is there further discussion? Any questions or any comments from 
any members? 

I apologize for hauling everybody in here, but we thought we 
were going to have a procedural vote, and we didn’t want it to be 
biased. 

Is there further discussion to come before the committee today? 
Mr. Raben, did I get that right? 

Mr. Raben. No, Raben. 

Mr. Burton. I have a heck of a time with that. We would like 
to meet with you or somebody from the Justice Department — you 
have further questions, Mr. Barr? 

Mr. Barr. I do Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr, you’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Raben, with regard to your statement — I think it 
was contained in your April 24th letter — that, “no limits were im- 
posed on the subject matter of the Campaign Financing Task 
Force’s interviews of the President and Vice President.” Where did 
that information come from? 

Mr. Raben. Where did the information that no limits were im- 
posed come from? 

Mr. Barr. Yes. What’s your basis for making that statement? 

Mr. Raben. That letter was written in part with help from the 
Campaign Finance Task Force, and the basis for that statement is 
that it’s the truth. That — I’m sorry. Let me start again. Let me 
start again. 

We’ve had a subsequent correspondence after that letter. When 
we got a letter from the chairman on April 28th pointing out confu- 
sion about that statement, I agreed with the chairman that the 
statement is inconsistent with the factual evidence that we pro- 
vided with that letter. That is letter — an exchange of letters be- 
tween I believe it’s the Campaign Finance Task Force and counsel 
to the President and Vice President in which there appears to be 
an agreement on the subject matter for that set of interviews. 

When I looked at that in response to the chairman’s response to 
my letter, I agreed with him that that is a record that seems to 
limit the questioning. I think the proper statement — and had I to 
do it over again, I would have said that there was — we have no in- 
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formation, we have no evidence of an imposed limitation, that is, 
from outside the Campaign Finance Task Force. 

I have the Attorney General saying on the record in a letter to 
the chairman March 21st that she has — “I have repeatedly urged 
the task force to follow the evidence wherever it leads.” That’s the 
closest sense of a statement from her that I have with respect to 
her involvement. But what I should have written and what is accu- 
rate is that we have no — I have no evidence of an imposed limita- 
tion on the task force. 

Mr. Barr. There were limitations on their questioning of the 
President and Vice President. 

Mr. Raben. The farthest I go on that is they seem to have en- 
gaged in an agreement — a voluntary agreement with counsel about 
the subject matter of that set of interviews, and we have records 
of that which we provided. And if there are more, I’ve asked people 
to redouble and see did we miss something given my too small view 
of what records means in that case. And I am told — I’ve never pros- 
ecuted, I know you have, but I have never prosecuted — that it is 
not uncommon for prosecutors to consult with counsel for witnesses 
or defense about the range of questioning that might come. But, as 
I say, I have no sense that there was an imposed limitation from 
elsewhere in the department or elsewhere. 

Mr. Barr. For example, there were no — at no point has the 
President been asked a single question about James Riady, John 
Huang or Charlie Trie. 

Mr. Raben. I don’t know that I know that. 

Mr. Barr. That wasn’t a question. It’s a statement. The Presi- 
dent was not asked. Was this just 

Mr. Raben. The President wasn’t asked in certain interviews 
that you’ve seen the 302s from. 

Mr. Barr. That is true, too. 

Mr. Raben. But the President and the Vice President have been 
interviewed a total of seven times, and I don’t know what the sub- 
ject matter was of the last sequence. 

Mr. Barr. Charles La Bella has also said that it was the Attor- 
ney General’s decision that the interviews would be — I think the 
word was “focused,” which means limited. 

Mr. Raben. Yeah. I don’t know what he was referring to. He 
may — I read that as well. He may have been referring to the vol- 
untary agreements that were entered into by the Campaign Fi- 
nance Task Force and counsel for the President in those interviews. 
I don’t know. I know that the President — that the Attorney General 
has written to you, to the committee, “I have repeatedly urged the 
task force to follow the evidence wherever it leads.” 

Mr. Barr. It may not be uncommon for prosecutors and attor- 
neys for defendants to — or for deponents to have an agreement be- 
forehand about certain areas, although it would be uncommon for 
prosecutors to simply not go into fruitful areas of inquiry. That cer- 
tainly is not the case. 

It is also very common that if there is an agreement between a 
prosecutor and the attorneys for a witness to limit the area, the 
prosecutor is going to get something in return for it. I mean, good 
prosecutors don’t just go in and say, oh, please limit the areas that 
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I can question you on. They want to get something in return, and 
they then reduce that to writing. 

Were either of those things done in this case when the decisions 
were made, as they apparently were, to limit or focus — whatever 
word you want to use — or agree to go into only certain areas? One, 
what did the prosecutors get in return for it, that concession on 
their part? Because that is a concession on the part of a prosecutor 
not to go into certain areas of questioning. Was it reduced to writ- 
ing? 

Mr. Raben. Two parts. You have prosecuted. I have not. I can’t 
speak to the strategy which sounds 

Mr. Barr. I’m just asking two factual questions. 

Mr. Raben. OK. I may have misunderstood your question. But 
your premise was that give and take, that it’s a bargain 

Mr. Barr. You don’t have to respond to the premise. That’s my 
premise. What I would appreciate you responding to is the two 
questions. 

Mr. Raben. OK. I only remember one. I have one question. You 
have to tell me what the other is. The question that I know is, that 
I hear you asking, is there documentation or evidence of such an 
agreement. The only thing which I am aware is what we provided, 
the exchange of letters that seems to define the categories for that 
interview. 

Mr. Barr. Those letters we have. There are no other letters. 

Mr. Raben. Yes. Last night — last night, after rereading the 
chairman’s letter of April 28th — and, as I said, I agreed with him, 
and I have asked staff and relevant Campaign Finance Task Force 
people to look again and see if we underinterpreted the request the 
first time around. 

Mr. Barr. Will you be able — we have another hearing — another 
day of hearing on this subject matter tomorrow. 

Mr. Burton. We do. 

Mr. Barr. Could the chairman direct that we receive a final, de- 
finitive, absolute answer to that question tomorrow at least? 

Mr. Raben. Am I directed? 

Mr. Burton. I can make that request. Is there a ball bat in the 
House? Maybe I can make sure I get it. 

Mr. Raben. Is there a what in the House? 

Mr. Burton. The request that he’s talking about. 

Mr. Raben. I just didn’t hear what you said, I’m sorry. 

I’ll direct it ASAP. I think it’s very important. 

Mr. Burton. We would like to have it by tomorrow. 

Mr. Raben. I hear you. 

Mr. Barr. There really shouldn’t be any problem because, pre- 
sumably, there isn’t anything because they have already been 
tasked with 

Mr. Raben. I hear you. We’ll look. 

Mr. Barr. The other part to my question, premised on the same 
basis, is what did the government prosecutors get in return for con- 
ceding not to go into certain areas of inquiry with these two wit- 
nesses? 

Mr. Raben. I have no knowledge of that. I have no idea that any- 
thing of the sort occurred. I have no knowledge. 
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Mr. Barr. Wouldn’t it make sense? Wouldn’t it be common sense 
that if a prosecutor is going to go into an interview with a witness 
and not go into fruitful areas of inquiry, that they at least are get- 
ting something in return unless all three of the parties, the pros- 
ecutor, the government, the witness’s lawyers and the witness are 
colluding, which may be what happened here, that the three of 
them got together and said we are — we don’t want these areas gone 
into. The Department of Justice says, yes, sir, absolutely, we will 
not go into these areas, because you’re the President or your attor- 
neys don’t want us to. That’s certainly possible, is it not? 

Mr. Raben. I hear you, sir. To me, it’s a speciality. It’s not about 
common sense. I don’t prosecute. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman have further questions? 

Mr. Barr. I have no idea what he just said. There’s no common 
sense in 

Mr. Raben. You asked me, sir, was it common sense that there 
would be a bargain like that. I don’t think that’s a question of com- 
mon sense. I think that’s a question of professionalism and strategy 
about prosecution, and I don’t do that. 

Mr. Barr. Professionalism, one would hope, is common sensical. 
Used to be. 

Mr. Burton. Gentleman’s time has expired. 

Are there further questions by any member of the committee? 

If not, this has been a very interesting day. I hope tomorrow is 
as interesting but not as contentious. We stand adjourned. Thank 
you very much. 

[Whereupon, at 5:10 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 



WHITE HOUSE E-MAILS: MISMANAGEMENT OF 
SUBPOENAED RECORDS— DAY FOUR 


THURSDAY, MAY 4, 2000 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Morelia, Shays, Ros-Lehtinen, 
Barr, Hutchinson, Terry, Chenoweth-Hage, Waxman, Lantos, Kan- 
jorski, Norton, Cummings, Kucinich, and Ford. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; James C. Wilson, chief 
counsel; David A. Kass, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; Mark 
Corallo, director of communications; Pablo Carrillo and M. Scott 
Billingsley, counsels; Jason Foster and Kimberly A. Reed, inves- 
tigative counsels; Kristi Remington, senior counsel; Robert Briggs, 
deputy chief clerk; Michael Canty, legislative adie; Leneal Scott, 
computer systems manager; Lisa Smith Arafune, chief clerk; Maria 
Tamburri, assistant to chief counsel; Corinne Zaccagnini, systems 
administrator; Phil Schiliro, minority staff director; Phil Barnett, 
minority chief counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative 
counsel; Kristin Amerling, minority deputy chief counsel; Paul 
Weinberger, minority counsel; Ellen Rayner, minority chief Clerk; 
Jean Gosa and Earley Green, minority assistant clerks; and An- 
drew Su, minority research assistant. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. 

A quorum being present, the Committee on Government Reform 
will now sit in session. 

I ask unanimous consent that all Members’ and witnesses’ writ- 
ten opening statements be included in the record; and, without ob- 
jection, so ordered. 

I ask unanimous consent that all articles, exhibits and extra- 
neous or tabular material referred to be included in the record. 
Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in this matter 
proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House rule 11 and committee rule 
14 in which the chairman and ranking minority member allocate 
time to members of the committee as they deem appropriate for ex- 
tended questioning, not to exceed 60 minutes equally divided be- 
tween the majority and minority. Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in the matter 
under consideration proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House rule 11 
and committee rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking minor- 
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ity member allocate time to committee counsel as they deem appro- 
priate for extended questioning, not to exceed 60 minutes divided 
equally between the majority and minority. Without objection, so 
ordered. 

Today marks day 4 of our hearings into the White House e-mail 
matter. Yesterday, we focused on what was happening in the Office 
of Administration. I made four general points about what we 
learned. I think they bear repeating. 

First, more evidence is emerging that the Northrop Grumman 
employees who discovered the problem were threatened by White 
House staff and ordered to keep their problem secret. 

Second, it’s clear that technical people in the Office of Adminis- 
tration were trying to get the problem fixed. But months and 
months were going by, and they couldn’t get anyone at a higher 
level to approve it. 

Third, there was an appropriations committee hearing in March 
1999. There was discussion going back and forth within the Office 
of Administration about whether to tell the Appropriations Com- 
mittee about the e-mail problem, but the committee was never in- 
formed. 

Fourth, we have been informed that there was a second briefing 
of the White House counsel’s office about the e-mail problem. The 
first briefing happened in June 1998. The second briefing happened 
in the spring of 1999. But this committee was never informed that 
our subpoenas had not been complied with until we read about it 
in the newspaper in February 2000 and started our own investiga- 
tion. 

I think it’s worth restating why we’re here today and why we’re 
conducting this investigation. 

There was a very serious illegal fundraising scandal involving 
the Clinton administration. Several million dollars from foreign 
sources were funneled into the DNC. The head of China’s military 
intelligence agency gave Johnny Chung $300,000 to give to the 
President’s campaign. Charlie Trie, a friend of the President’s, 
brought hundreds of thousands of dollars from a Buddhist sect in 
Taiwan to the Presidents’ legal defense fund. More than a 120 peo- 
ple have either taken the fifth amendment or fled the country to 
avoid questioning. 

This was a serious problem. This committee started an investiga- 
tion. We issued several subpoenas to the White House for docu- 
ments. We struggled for a long time to get those documents, and 
I’ll talk about that more in a minute. Eventually, we got a certifi- 
cation from the White House that we had been given all the docu- 
ments to which we were entitled. 

Now in June 1998 the White House discovered that it had a seri- 
ous e-mail problem. Two and a half years of incoming e-mails 
weren’t put into the ARMS system. That means 2 '/a years of incom- 
ing e-mails weren’t searched to see if they had to be produced to 
the Congress or the Justice Department or the independent coun- 
sels that subpoenaed documents. 

This was not a trivial number of documents. It was 246,000 plus 
e-mails. Now, if you receive a lawful subpoena and you’re in posses- 
sion of relevant documents that haven’t been turned over, you have 
a legal obligation to tell the investigating agency and you have an 
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obligation to produce the documents. If you don’t do it, it’s called 
obstruction of justice. 

We were not informed in 1998. Neither was the Justice Depart- 
ment and neither were the independent counsels. 

We weren’t informed in 1999. Neither was the Justice Depart- 
ment or the independent counsels. 

We weren’t informed until March 2000. That’s 1 year and 9 
months after the White House counsel’s office was briefed. And I 
want everyone to understand how we were informed, because we 
didn’t just get a call out of the blue. Here’s how it happened: 

On February 14th, the e-mail problem was reported on the front 
page of the Washington Times. 

On March 7th, my staff interviewed the Northrop Grumman con- 
tractors. 

On March 8th, I wrote to the White House counsel and the Attor- 
ney General. And it wasn’t until I interviewed those contractors 
and wrote those letters that anything happened. 

On March 10th, the Justice Department called the White House 
to ask for an explanation. 

On March 15th, the White House counsel’s office provided an ex- 
planation to the independent counsel. 

On March 20th, the White House gave the Justice Department 
a written explanation. 

So, to summarize, in coming e-mails from 2 Y 2 years were kept 
under wraps. The White House knew about it for almost 2 years, 
but they didn’t inform the Justice Department until we started 
looking into it. And the justice Department didn’t start an inves- 
tigation until they realized that we were looking into it. And law- 
yers within the Justice Department’s Civil Division had known 
about this for a long time. 

That’s a shameful record. Time and time again, we’ve seen a very 
cozy relationship between this Justice Department and this White 
House. That’s why the Attorney General should have appointed an 
independent counsel for the fundraising investigation 2 or 3 years 
ago. That’s why she should appoint a special counsel for the e-mail 
investigation today. 

Today we’re going to focus on the White House counsel’s office. 
The reason is simple. The technicians in the Office of Administra- 
tion are not responsible for complying with subpoenas. The White 
House counsel is. 

So the question is this: What did the counsel’s office know and 
when did they know it? 

The counsel at the time was Charles Ruff. We know that on June 
18, 1998, the day after the problem was discovered, he got a de- 
tailed memo. He was briefed on the entire situation. According to 
his calendar, the deputy counsel, Cheryl Mills, was with him. 

So far, we’re being told that there was a big disconnect. The peo- 
ple at the counsel’s office just didn’t get it. It was too technical for 
them. 

Yesterday, we were told that there was a second briefing. Mr. 
Lyle told us that in the spring of 1999 the so-called letter D prob- 
lem was discovered. He told his boss, Mr. Lindsay. Mr. Lindsay 
told Mr. Lyle that he briefed the counsel’s office. Mr. Lindsay is 
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here today, and we’re going to ask him who he talked to and what 
he told them. 

So was there a second disconnect? Did the counsel’s office still 
not get it or did they understand it and just decided not to do any- 
thing about it? Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills are here today, and we’ll 
ask them. 

Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills have been here before. They both testified 
in the fall of 1997, and I’m sorry to say that we haven’t had much 
in the way of cooperation from them over the years. 

We almost had to hold Mr. Ruff in contempt to get him to turn 
over any documents to us in 1997. We discovered that hundreds of 
videotapes of the President at fundraisers had been withheld from 
us, and we were told that the counsel’s office didn’t realize that 
they were there. But Ms. Mills had written memos on the subject 
to the White House staff. 

Ms. Mills withheld important documents from the White House 
data base investigation in her office. Ms. Mills refused to cooperate 
with this investigation. We called her three times to ask for an 
interview, and she didn’t return our phone calls. We sent her a let- 
ter, and she said she was too busy to give us an interview. I told 
her that we would subpoena her, and she said that she was busy. 
We were able to subpoena her, but since she has refused to cooper- 
ate we have not been able to speak to her before today. Her lack 
of cooperation really makes me ask what she’s trying to hide. 

And now we have 246,000 e-mails that were never searched. 

If something like this happens once, you might believe it’s a mis- 
take. If it happens twice, you get a lot more skeptical. If it happens 
over and over again, it doesn’t leave much doubt about what’s 
going on. 

I think Harold Ickes summed it up best. He was quoted in a new 
book. He said, the White House has a foot-dragging, screw you atti- 
tude. And I’m being generous with that terminology. That’s the PG 
version of what he said. 

So we’re going to listen to what Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills have to 
say today, but, given the past track record, they’ve got an uphill 
road to climb to convince us that everything was on the up and up. 

On our second panel we have invited White House Counsel Beth 
Nolan and Associate Counsel Dimitri Nionakis to testify. 

Last fall, Mr. Nionakis was handling document production for 
our Waco and FALN subpoenas. He sent us several letters assuring 
us that all documents were being searched. He told us specifically 
that archived e-mails were being searched. He never said anything 
about 2 'A years of incoming e-mails that were not being searched. 

Did Mr. Nionakis understand the e-mail problem? We’ll ask him 
that question today. 

Getting him here wasn’t easy. He really resisted coming. Yester- 
day, he disappeared when we tried to serve him with a subpoena. 
For the first time ever, I think, we had to ask the U.S. Marshal’s 
Office to serve a subpoena to the White House. Instead of tracking 
down fugitives yesterday afternoon, the Marshals had to spend the 
afternoon tracking down a White House lawyer. 

Last night, my staff asked Beth Nolan if she had instructed Mr. 
Nionakis not to accept service of the subpoena; and she said, “I will 
not answer that question.” They asked her if he had gone to work 
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yesterday or if he was avoiding the Marshals. She said, “I will not 
answer that question.” 

I think the American people have a right to know what hap- 
pened. What happened yesterday was not what I call a bright new 
beginning in our relationship with the White House. Instead it was 
more of the same. 

However, we’ve reached an agreement. Mr. Nionakis is going to 
testify alongside the chief counsel for the President, Ms. Nolan, 
today. 

I want to get on with the questioning, so I’ll stop here. I think 
we have a full day ahead of us. I would like to get things moving, 
and I now yield to Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I am looking forward to the testi- 
mony we’re going to receive today so I have no formal statement. 
But I do want to point out for the record what your statement that 
was just delivered is filled with inaccuracies and omissions and cre- 
ates, unfortunately, a distorted picture of the events. 

The second thing I want to point out is that we’ve all heard 
about frivolous lawsuits, and no one would want to defend a frivo- 
lous lawsuit, but this committee seems to be in the habit of making 
frivolous accusations and even referrals to the Justice Department 
against people who have chosen to serve the public and accuse 
them of criminal action, perjury, obstruction of justice, whatever. 

One of our witnesses, Cheryl Mills, is no longer working for the 
government. She worked at the White House with great distinction. 
She’s now in the private sector. And this committee referred to the 
Justice Department an accusation against her at one time that be- 
cause they didn’t like her statements, that she had committed per- 
jury. Well, she was exonerated from that charge. It besmirched her 
reputation when those kinds of accusations were made. I think an 
apology is due her, and I would hope the committee would find it 
in its sense of decency to apologize to her as well. 

She is here today even though she asked, because she’s in the 
private sector, that her schedule be accommodated, but this com- 
mittee was not willing to accommodate her schedule. I think that’s 
unfortunate. 

Mr. Ruff is no longer with the government either. He served with 
great distinction as the White House counsel. He has an unsur- 
passed reputation for integrity and honesty and legal ability. He is 
here at the request of the committee to answer questions. 

And the issue before us is one of whether there was any inten- 
tional withholding of information about e-mails that because of 
technical snafus didn’t get picked up in a centralized system, 
whether some of those e-mails were withheld from the appropriate 
committees of Congress and other investigators, whether they were 
actually withheld, and if they were withheld, whether it was an in- 
tentional act. 

These are questions worth pursuing. We pursued it over and over 
and over again. This is the fourth or fifth hearing we’ve had on this 
subject. I don’t think that we’ve established to this point evidence 
of any wrongdoing or any kind of conspiracy, even though the ma- 
jority has tried to paint that picture. 

I just point out this is probably one of the few committees that 
has in its room a clock that is never right. I don’t know what that 
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tells us. But the clock that’s running evidently in this room ap- 
pears to not be an hour behind or to have failed to change for day- 
light savings time or whatever. It just is incorrect. And it is fitting 
in this room, where so many of the statements are often incorrect, 
that we’re sitting in this hearing today. 

I look forward to the testimony. I appreciate these witnesses 
being here. Mr. Lindsay, who’s also testifying, already testified be- 
fore us for many, many hours. I don’t know what else there is to 
ask him. But I’m sure there will be questions, and he was very 
forthright in his responses last time. I expect him and the other 
witnesses to be so today. I look forward to their testimony. 

Mr. Burton. Would you please rise so you can be sworn. 

[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Do any of you have opening statements you would 
like to make? 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES RUFF 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, thank you. I do not have a formal 
opening statement, but I do wish briefly, if I may, to respond to one 
theme that you have sounded not only today but in prior hearings. 

Because, independent of the e-mail issue that we will be talking 
about today, I fear that the record reflects a simply incorrect ver- 
sion of historical events. You and I have over the course of my ten- 
ure at the White House had I think not necessarily a fully friendly 
but always an open and candid relationship in which you have 
been very direct with me and I have been very direct with you. I 
intend to do the same today, as I’m sure you will. 

The notion that somehow the White House was less than forth- 
coming or cooperative with this committee is I think a 
mischaracterization of the White House and the White House coun- 
sel’s office. I no longer have any official role nor need to defend the 
institution of the White House counsel’s office, but to the extent 
that it suggested that either somehow the threat of contempt, 
which was very pointed and very real to me, was necessary to ex- 
tract missing documents from the White House or that we were 
somehow laggard in our efforts to produce documents for this com- 
mittee over the years is simply incorrect. 

As the Chair knows, our battles in the spring of 1997 over cer- 
tain claims of possible privilege involved a full disclosure to the 
committee of what those documents were, a relatively small hand- 
ful of them ultimately turned over in the face I admit of your con- 
tempt threat. But as you know from having seen those documents, 
there was absolutely nothing of any substance in them, and they 
were entirely legitimate in our efforts to bring them under what we 
understood them to be, equally legitimate claims of important con- 
stitutional privilege. Any suggestion that somehow the White 
House counsel’s office during my tenure and Ms. Mills’ tenure was 
anything other than forthcoming to the full extent of our knowl- 
edge, Mr. Chairman, I submit with all respect, is simply, flat-out 
wrong. 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Mills. 
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STATEMENT OF CHERYL MILLS 

Ms. Mills. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, Representative Waxman, 
members of the Committee on Government Reform, my name is 
Cheryl Mills. For almost 7 years I served in the White House coun- 
sel’s office under President’s Clinton. During my tenure, I served 
first as an associate counsel and later as deputy counsel. 

When I arrived, I was 27 years old. I was 34 when I left last Oc- 
tober. I came into government because I believed that the oppor- 
tunity to serve this country was a valuable one. I believed that giv- 
ing of my time, my energy and even my soul to try to make a dif- 
ference was important. I believed that the gift of one’s labor, the 
gift of one’s love for this country was one of the purer things that 
I, like other young people, had to give. 

When I left, it had become hard for me to believe anymore. I left 
increasingly cynical about Congress’ commitment to improving the 
lives of Americans. I left deeply troubled by the culture of partisan- 
ship in Washington that with each passing day was threatening 
the very essence of what is good and what is right and what is joy- 
ful about public service. When I left, it was no longer obvious to 
me that serving in government with a Congress that was commit- 
ted to oversight by investigation was worth the high toll that it ex- 
acted. 

And the greatness of that injustice is not in its harm to me. I 
am only one person. Rather, it is in the damage that it does to all 
the ideals of the young people who decide never to serve, the young 
people who decide that no one should have to love their country 
enough to have their integrity and their service and their commit- 
ment to doing the best they can impugned by some who sits in this 
body, the young people who decide that their desire to serve their 
country and a President is not outweighed by the risk to their rep- 
utation, their livelihood and their family, the young people who de- 
cide that too many who toil in this body have forgotten that their 
exalted positions are but loaned to them by the young on the un- 
derstanding that they will seek what is best for our country and 
not what is least. 

I left because I knew that time and distance would allow me to 
see again the many Members who serve honorably in Congress 
every day, Members who choose to work hard for their constituents 
on issues that will enrich their lives and men and women who get 
up each day not thinking about how they can bring someone down 
but how they can lift us all up. 

Mr. Chairman, I left because I was tired of playing a role in 
dramas like today, when so many issues that mattered to me were 
not addressed. You have held 4 days of hearings and spent count- 
less more dollars on depositions and document productions but yet 
you have not chosen to use your oversight authority to hold 1 day’s 
worth of hearings about a man who was shot dead by an under- 
cover New York police officer while he was getting into a cab after 
refusing to buy drugs from that officer; not 1 day’s worth of hear- 
ings about any of the 67 cases and counting that have been over- 
turned because officers in the Los Angeles Police Department 
planted guns and drugs to frame people, shot an unarmed man, 
and quite possibly murdered another with no criminal record, by 
shooting him 10 times; not 1 day’s hearing about why African 
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American youths charged with drug offenses are 48 times more 
likely than white youths to be sentenced to prison. 

Not to mention all the other ways there which you could spend 
your time making the lives of the individuals you serve better, as 
opposed to tearing down the staff of a President with whose vision 
and policies you disagree. You could choose from a myriad of issue, 
from health care to prescription drug benefits to family medical 
leave, education reform, Social Security, judicial reform. Nothing 
you discover here today will feed one person, give shelter to some- 
one who is homeless, educate one child, provide health care for one 
family or justice to one African American or Hispanic juvenile. You 
could do so much to transform our country, but you are instead 
choosing to use your great authority and resources only to address 
e-mails. 

The energy your staff will spend pouring over hearing transcripts 
to create a perjury referral for you to send to the Justice Depart- 
ment could be spent pouring over the latest statistics in the Justice 
Department’s report on unequal treatment African American and 
Hispanic youths receive before the law. And the resources that the 
Justice Department will expend reviewing your allegations causing 
those public servants and their families considerable pain could in- 
stead be spent investigating why America’s justice system unfortu- 
nately is still not yet blind. 

I know I say all this at some personal peril as my words today 
undoubtedly will make me an even greater target of your ire. But 
when I received your letter last week about attending this hearing, 
despite having advised you of my long scheduled commitments, a 
letter in which you simply dismissed my engagements, stating that 
you could not indulge my schedule, I got tired and angry all over 
again. 

And if I had not had a chance to attend a dinner that night in 
honor of the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial Foundation I probably 
would still be angry. Because I would not have had the chance to 
have my faith renewed by the example of what other men with 
your power have chosen to do throughout history to enhance the 
lives of others. I would not have been reminded of Robert Ken- 
nedy’s work on behalf of issues like race and justice and poverty 
and how they embody the true spirit of his greatest words. “It is 
from numberless diverse acts of courage and belief that history is 
shaped. Each time a man stands up for an ideal or acts to improve 
the lot of others or strikes out against injustice, he sends forth a 
tiny ripple of hope, and crossing each other from a million different 
centers of energy and daring those ripples build a current which 
can sweep down the mightiest walls of oppression and resistance.” 

Had I not gone to that dinner that night I would not have been 
reminded that the smallness of any person can never overshadow 
the greatness of those whose acts are bigger than life. I would not 
have been reminded that today, too, will pass and that we who love 
our government are strong enough and not too weary. We can out- 
last a culture of investigation and intimidation and idleness on be- 
half of issues that could truly improve the lives of Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in your humanity and in that of your 
staff, that you, each, have good and bad days, make good and bad 
judgments, render good and bad decisions. Won’t you believe in the 
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humanity of others with whom you disagree? Won’t you believe 
that, as with your mistakes, they too can make mistakes that are 
not conspiratorial? That they too can make a bad judgment without 
that judgment being pernicious? That they too can do their best 
each day and expect more than a biased shake or a perjury referral 
from this committee? That they too can be human, without this 
body using its awesome power to exploit their humanity for politi- 
cal gain? Can Tony Barry, a man who served his government since 
1992, expect that? 

I give my last quotation to Robert Kennedy, because to me it is 
particularly fitting today. He said, “the Constitution protects wis- 
dom and ignorance, compassion and selfishness alike.” But that 
dissent which consists simply of sporadic and dramatic acts sus- 
tained by neither continuing labor or research, that dissent which 
seeks to demolish while lacking both the desire and the direction 
for rebuilding, that dissent which, contemptuously or out of lazi- 
ness, casts aside the practical weapons and instruments of change 
and progress, that kind of dissent is merely self indulgence. It is 
satisfying, perhaps, only to those who make it. 

I decided that smallness in government can’t win and that it will 
not be the weapon to defeat my ideals, that it is not powerful 
enough to alter my belief in the good that so many Members who 
serve in this body do. I decided that, in the final analysis, I am not 
too tired to stand up for all of those who believe, even through the 
drama, that public service is worth it. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Ms. Mills. 

Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe that my prior statement from the last 
hearing will suffice. I don’t have any opening statement. 

Mr. Burton. We’ll go directly to the questions. Let me start by 
making a little comment. 

First of all, I thought that was a very eloquent speech that you 
made, Ms. Mills. It was very good, as you can see by the reaction 
from members of the audience and the committee. 

The fact of the matter is, though, that we have been investigat- 
ing or conducting a number of investigations for about 4 or 5 years 
now. Millions of dollars in illegal campaign contributions have 
come in from abroad; 120 people plus have fled the country or 
taken the fifth amendment. We have tried to get the White House 
to work with us to get to the bottom of all this. We have been 
blocked again and again and again. And I’ll comment on what Mr. 
Ruff said in just a moment. 

And so the purpose of the hearing is not to try to intimidate or 
bludgeon or hurt anybody but to get the facts out for the American 
people. Lincoln said, “let the people know the facts and the country 
will be saved.” And, you know, I think that the facts will speak for 
themselves. 

The White House counsel’s office knew some time ago, not once 
but twice, about the e-mail problem. They knew that subpoenas 
had been issued by a number of independent counsels, this commit- 
tee, other committees and the Justice Department for documents. 
And those documents could have been and may be in some of those 
e-mails. There’s 240-some thousand of them. And yet the White 
House chose not to tell the appropriations committee about them, 
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not to ask for resources for that or employees to help go through 
that mountain of e-mails to comply with the subpoenas which 
they’re going to have to do anyhow, but they chose to either ignore 
it or to hide it. That’s what we want to find out. We’re not here 
to try to intimidate anybody but to find out where the responsibil- 
ity lies and why those subpoenas were not complied with as is re- 
quired by law. 

Now, Mr. Ruff, I have here before me the whole litany of cor- 
respondence which I will be very happy to give to you so you can 
review what happened. But back when you came to my office years 
ago in 1997, we asked for documents you said that the President 
was not going to claim executive privilege. Then later you said you 
were considering privilege, and we said that the executive was not 
entitled to that privilege. We contacted you about that. We sent 
you subpoenas, you did not comply, and then we started to move 
for contempt, and then you did comply. 

I have a letter here, Mr. Ruff, that’s from you that says that you 
have, to the best of your knowledge, given us everything. Four 
months later, we got another 10 or 12 boxes of documents, many 
of those on a Friday night and a lot of it was released on Saturday 
morning to the papers; and they blamed us for leaking that to the 
media when my office had not even opened those boxes until Mon- 
day. 

So, you know, it’s a little disingenuous for you to say that you 
were cooperative with us from day 1 when you and I both know, 
Mr. Ruff, that that’s not accurate. 

Now let’s get to the questions. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Chairman, would you yield for one moment, sir, 
before you get to your questions? 

Mr. Burton. I think Mr. Waxman was going to have 30 minutes. 
I would prefer that you ask Mr. Waxman for the time because we 
have a full litany of questions. 

Mr. Ford. It’s just a unanimous consent request, if you don’t 
mind, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Stop the clock. 

Mr. Ford. Just in light of what has been said this morning, I 
was wondering if I could, with a unanimous consent request, enter 
into the record what Senator Hagel said yesterday according to yes- 
terday’s the Hill newspaper where he criticized his fellow Repub- 
licans for allowing their deep-seated suspicions of Clinton to derail 
their own political agenda. And I think it reads, GOP’s Distrust of 
Clinton Drives Congress’s Agenda. Just in light of what has been 
said this morning, if the committee does not object. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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GOP’s distrust 
of Clinton drives 
Congress’ agenda 

By Allison Stevens 
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President Clinton’s lack of credibility 
on Capitol Hill is driving the congres- 
sional agenda in a way that has caused 
problems for his Republican opponents. 

Senators say distrust of the president 
led to rejection of a Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, problems with establishing 
permanent normal trade relations 
(PNTR) with China, and a hold on judi- 
cial nominations. It has even prompted 
many Republicans to seek hearings on 
the government’s seizure of Elian 
Gonzalez in die opinion of many senators 
of both parties. 

Sen. Chuck Hagel (Neb.) criticized his 
fellow Republicans for allowing their 
deep-seated suspicions of Clinton to' 
derail their own political agenda. 
“Mistrust is the common thread [in this 
congressional session],” Hagel said, cit- 
ing the would-be Elian Gonzalez hearing 
as a prime example of how Clinton's lack 
of credibility in Congress has forced 


Protrade Democrats got a significant 
boost Tuesday when two more 
Democrats, Reps. Steny Hoyer and Lois 
Capps, announced support for perma- 
nent normal trade relations with China. 

Hoyer (D-Md,), a moderate who had 
ODDOSed what was th*»n ritual 


Republicans to investigate. 

Hagel said hearings would consume 
precious time from the remaining 40-odd 
legislative days on the Senate calendar 
and would “distract” senators from more 
pressing legislation. 

“Trust is the only currency any of us 
[politicians] have,” Hagel added. 
“Clinton bst that trust. And it’s affecting 
everything.” 

“There’s not a conscious bitterness” 
explained Sen. Tim Hutchinson, a 
Republican from the president’s home 
state of Arkansas. “It’s more subliminal. It 
never gets mentioned, but it colors the 
overall lack of harmony, the lack of coop- 
eration this session.” 

Even Sen. Bob Graham of Florida, the 
only Democrat to call for hearings, ques- 
tioned Clinton’s honesty and the admin- 
istration’s integrity during the raid. 

"Honest negotiations by honorable cit- 
izens were frustrated by the Department 
of Justice,” Graham said, after alleging 
■ CONTINUED ON PAGE 17 


on the rule of law.” 

Hoyer, who hopes to be majority whip 
if the Democrats regain control of the 
House next year, predicted that, congres- 
sional approval of PNTR for China will 
ease the way for China’s admission to the 
WTO, which he said is a sign that China 
recognizes the “political and economic 


China bill gains more votes 
as Levin hones proposal 

By Mary Shaffrey 
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Mr. Burton. Mr. Lindsay, it was in June 1998 when you learned 
about the Mail2 problem, wasn’t it? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. After you learned about the problem, you took steps 
to determine the nature of the problem and then assisted in the ap- 
propriation of exhibit 1 — do we have Exhibit 1 to put on the 
screen? exhibit 1. If not, you have it before you, which is a memo 
from Virginia Apuzzo to John Podesta explaining the problem — 
didn’t you? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s what I testified to last week. 

Mr. Burton. On June 19, 1998, you met with Charles Ruff, the 
chief counsel, to inform him of the problem, didn’t you? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s what I testified to at the last session. 

Mr. Burton. Was Cheryl Mills present at that meeting? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have no recollection of ever discussing this matter 
at all with Ms. Mills. 

Mr. Burton. Was Cheryl Mills present at the meeting? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not to my recollection. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t recall whether or not she was at the 
meeting. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I do not, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Well, exhibit 48, Mr. Ruffs calendar, indicates that 
she was present. Now she’s one of the highest-ranking people in 
the White House counsel’s office, and you don’t remember whether 
she was there. 

[Exhibit 48 follows:] 
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Mr. Lindsay. If your question, sir — if that reference refreshes my 
recollection as to whether or not Miss Mills was there, my answer 
to that question would be, no, it does not. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t remember. And you don’t remember the 
phone call that you made also and talked with Ms. Crabtree, then 
Ms. Crabtree, about with the people from the Northrop Grumman 
corporation present either. You don’t remember that either. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I don’t. As I testified before, sir, there are 
many, many different conversations that I had with lots of people. 

Mr. Burton. I understand you just don’t remember. Did you 
state anything to the effect that the technical problem was limited 
only to Monica Lewinsky’s e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have a specific recollection of that other 
than what is contained in the memorandum, and I think that that 
document speaks for itself. 

Mr. Burton. Did anyone at the meeting indicate that they didn’t 
understand what you were talking about? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any recollection of the reaction of what 
people said to what I said. All I was focused on was conveying the 
information. I believe that the information contained in the docu- 
ment contains at least the sum and substance and speaks for itself 
for what I was trying to convey. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Ruff, your meeting with Mr. Lindsay on June 
19, 1998, was that the first time that you were made aware or ex- 
posed to the Mail2 problem? 

Mr. Ruff. I can’t recall, Mr. Chairman, whether I received the 
Apuzzo memo contemporaneously or shortly before the meeting, 
but it’s my best recollection that the meeting was the first occasion 
on which I heard of it. 

Mr. Burton. Do you recall what Mr. Lindsay told you about the 
problem? 

Mr. Ruff. Only in very general terms, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. You do recall that Mr. Lindsay told you there was 
a failure with the ARMS system that disabled ARMS from captur- 
ing incoming e-mail. 

Mr. Ruff. I have that general recollection, yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Based on the information that Mr. Lindsay gave 
you, were you concerned that the problem might have affected the 
White House’s ability to comply with outstanding subpoenas? 

Mr. Ruff. I was, yes. 

Mr. Burton. You were aware of that. 

Ms. Mills, were you at that meeting? 

Ms. Mills. I don’t believe I was. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t believe you were. 

Ms. Mills. No, because my first recollection of learning of this 
matter was from Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Burton. So you say you don’t recall attending or you didn’t 
attend that meeting. 

Mr. Hill. I don’t believe I did attend the meeting. 

Mr. Burton. Categorically, can you say you did not? 

Ms. Mills. That’s my best recollection. 

Mr. Burton. So what you’re saying, your best recollection is you 
really don’t remember whether you attended the meeting or not. 



676 


Ms. Mills. My best recollection is that I did not attend the meet- 
ing. 

Mr. Burton. But you’re not sure. 

Ms. Mills. Well, Mr. Chairman, I’m under oath, and I’m familiar 
with the practices in this room, so I’m trying to be as honest and 
truthful as I can, and so I want to make sure that I am giving you 
accurate information. I don’t believe I attended the meeting. That’s 
my best recollection, because I recall learning of this matter from 
Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Burton. Did you get a copy of the Podesta memo? 

Ms. Mills. I did not. 

Mr. Burton. What did Mr. Ruff tell you about the problem be- 
fore the meeting? 

Ms. Mills. I don’t recall having a discussion with Mr. Ruff about 
the problem before the meeting. 

Mr. Burton. What is your recollection of Mr. Lindsay’s briefing 
about the e-mail problem? 

Ms. Mills. I don’t know what Mr. Lindsay’s briefing was. I spoke 
with Mr. Ruff after his meeting with Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Ruff, what did you do to handle the problem? 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, my recollection is — and I will tell you 
that it is not a detailed recollection — is that, following the meeting 
with Mr. Lindsay, I did discuss the matter with Ms. Mills. I believe 
that the next steps — and I cannot tell the committee exactly what 
those steps were — was to make further inquiry into whether or not 
the problem that Mr. Lindsay described did indeed have an adverse 
affect on our collection and production of documents. 

Mr. Burton. Did you tell Ms. Mills that she needed to make sure 
the problem didn’t affect both past document productions and fu- 
ture searches? 

Mr. Ruff. I do not recall the specifics of my conversation with 
Ms. Mills. I think it’s fair to say that my immediate focus was on 
whether we had adequately complied with the outstanding inde- 
pendent counsel subpoena relating to the Lewinsky matter. 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Mills, what did Mr. Ruff ask you to do to solve 
the problem? 

Ms. Mills. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ruff indicated that there had 
been a problem with certain e-mails that might not have been cap- 
tured, that OA was gathering them, that they were going to for- 
ward them to our office. We were going to then need to make a de- 
termination whether or not those e-mails had or had not been pro- 
duced and if they had not been produced that we needed to produce 
them immediately. 

Mr. Burton. Did you work with any other members of the White 
House counsel’s office in determining the scope of the problem? 

Ms. Mills. The e-mails — the material came from OA over to our 
office; and I forwarded them to Shelly Peterson, an associate coun- 
sel in our office, who reviewed the materials to determine whether 
or not they were duplicative or whether or not in fact there were 
e-mails that had not been captured. 

Mr. Burton. Shelly Peterson is her name. 

Ms. Mills. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. What steps did you take to determine the nature 
of the problem? 
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Ms. Mills. It was my impression that the problem — that there 
was an e-mail problem where certain e-mails had not been cap- 
tured and that the e-mails were being gathered that had not been 
captured and we were then going to have to make a determination 
as to whether or not those e-mails had, in fact, not been captured. 

Mr. Burton. Did you develop a test search to diagnose the prob- 
lem? 

Ms. Mills. I did not. 

Mr. Burton. What was the search that you developed? 

Ms. Mills. Mr. Chairman, I didn’t develop a search. It was my 
understanding that the Office of Administration was going to be 
forwarding over e-mails that may have been missed and that those 
e-mails needed to be searched and reviewed with respect to prior 
document productions to make a determination as to whether or 
not they had or had not been produced. 

Mr. Burton. I think we were told by the Office of Administration 
that the White House counsel’s office had developed a search. 

Ms. Mills. If that is the case, I wasn’t a part of that develop- 
ment. 

Mr. Burton. Who would have been? 

Ms. Mills. I don’t know the answer to your question. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Ruff, who would have been the one that was 
in charge of 

Mr. Ruff. I do not know who conversed with the Office of Ad- 
ministration on this subject, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. That’s kind of mystifying, if we were told that the 
counsel’s office developed a search procedure and was sent to the 
Office of Administration and you say you don’t recall any of that. 

Mr. Ruff. I do not. I was not 

Mr. Burton. And Ms. Mills doesn’t either. 

Ms. Mills. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. Well, the Office of Administration said they didn’t 
develop searches. Is that correct, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. So nobody was developing any search program. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t think that that’s an accurate characteriza- 
tion of people’s testimony here. I believe my recollection — what I 
testified about last time was that I did not recall who the person 
was who gave the information to me to have the search conducted. 
And, frankly, considering the fact that there are other investiga- 
tions going on, there are other matters that were going on and lots 
of other important business that was going on, the actual individ- 
ual, the identity was not something that I would log in my memory 
as being particularly significant. As long as the task was per- 
formed, that was the important fact. 

Mr. Burton. Who developed the search? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know sir. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t know. Ms. Mills doesn’t know. Mr. Ruff 
doesn’t know. Does anybody know? 

Have you talked to anybody that developed the search? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have not inquired on that issue. 

Mr. Burton. Why not? 

Mr. Lindsay. For a variety of reasons. I think that one of the 
reasons why I wouldn’t inquire with those individuals as to how 
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they were developing those things is because there were serious al- 
legations that were made against me and my conduct in this mat- 
ter. I have been very careful in my communications with people 
who could be potential witnesses and come before the committee. 
I am very sensitive to the fact that it is possible that people could 
make an allegation that I was trying to conjure testimony or con- 
jure information. What I can do and bring before you is information 
which is within my knowledge and what I can testify about. And 
I’m giving you that state of knowledge as I am presenting to you 
here today. 

Mr. Burton. So, you don’t — there was a test search, though, 
done, and you’re familiar with that. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Did you discuss the test search with anyone 
else either in the counsel’s office or the Office of Administration? 

Mr. Lindsay. When I received the information I passed it on to 
the technical staff so they can conduct the work. 

Please remember that this is not a usual practice, for that kind 
of information to be passed onto me. So I passed it on to the people 
who were working with — and my direct involvement with this par- 
ticular matter that was Laura Crabtree and the Northrop Grum- 
man employees. They conducted the work, I don’t have a recollec- 
tion as to how long it took, and then that information was passed 
back to the counsel’s office. 

Mr. Burton. Who actually carried out the search for the 
Lewinsky related e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. I could not tell you who actually looked at it. It was 
my understanding that it was a team of people. I passed the infor- 
mation to Laura Crabtree. Ms. Lambuth, I believe, was involved 
with it in some way; and Mr. Haas was involved with it in some 
way. It was my understanding at the time, and I believe that this 
may not be completely accurate, that he did that on his own in an 
office and conducted that review. 

Mr. Burton. But you requested the test search. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. How long after the search was requested, how long 
was it before you got the results? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t recall, sir. 

Mr. Burton. You don’t recall that. Do you know who brought the 
results to you? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was either Laura Crabtree or Betty Lambuth, 
one of the two. 

Mr. Burton. Did you then analyze the e-mails that were gath- 
ered in response to the search and how did you analyze them? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not analyze them. To this day, I have not 
looked at a single one of them. 

Mr. Burton. What was your conclusion about the e-mails that 
had been gathered when they gave the information to you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I made no conclusion, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Did you see the report, after the search was made, 
Ms. Mills? 

Ms. Mills. Could you clarify your question? I’m trying to under- 
stand what you mean by report. 
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Mr. Burton. Well, the research that was done regarding the 
Lewinsky matter, when it was concluded and given to Mr. Lindsay, 
obviously you or somebody at the Office of Administration got that. 
Did you review that? 

Ms. Mills. You use the term “report.” What we received were e- 
mails that were the result of the search. 

Mr. Burton. These are the e-mails from the Lewinsky search. 

Ms. Mills. Obviously, I’m not in a position to 

Mr. Burton. You can take my word for it. That’s what they are. 
Did you analyze those after the search was done? 

Ms. Mills. I sent the e-mails to Shelly Peterson in our office, 
who was handling a lot of the investigative matters related to the 
Lewinsky investigation, to review them to determine whether or 
not the e-mails had been produced or were duplicative or had not 
been produced. So 

Mr. Burton. Did the results of your analysis or reviewing this 
lead you to conclude that the problem Mark Lindsay told you about 
in fact did not affect the White House’s compliance with subpoe- 
nas? 

Ms. Mills. I’m sorry, I don’t understand your question. Because 
it suggested that I did an analysis. What I did was receive the e- 
mails and forwarded them to Ms. Peterson to review the e-mails to 
determine whether or not they had been produced or not. And if 
they had not been produced, then we needed to produce them; and 
if they had been produced, they would obviously have been duplica- 
tive and would have been captured. 

Mr. Burton. Once that you saw that there was a problem with 
e-mails that had not been produced, did that concern you or did 
you understand that there was a problem with noncompliance with 
subpoenas that had been sent by the independent counsels and the 
Congress? 

Ms. Mills. Could you explain your question? You said once I 
saw 

Mr. Burton. Once you saw there was an e-mail problem. 

Ms. Mills. I didn’t see that there was an e-mail problem. It was 
my understanding that there were e-mails that had not been cap- 
tured, that those e-mails were then being collected, that we then 
needed to make a determination as to whether or not they had 
been captured or not. If they had not been, then we needed to 
produce them immediately. 

Mr. Burton. Well, Mr. Lindsay, the Office of Administration had 
made the counsel’s office aware that there was an e-mail problem 
that they hadn’t captured since September 1996. Weren’t you 
aware of that? 

Ms. Mills. No. I was not a part of the meeting, to the best of 
my recollection. I learned about the matter from Mr. Ruff after- 
wards. 

Mr. Burton. That’s the meeting that Mr. Lindsay had with Mr. 
Ruff where you’re not sure you were in attendance and Mr. Lind- 
say is not sure you were there. 

Ms. Mills. I don’t believe I was there. That’s my best recollec- 
tion. 

Mr. Burton. Your best recollection. 
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Ms. Mills. And I don’t recall occasion where I had a conversa- 
tion with Mr. Lindsay on this matter. 

Mr. Burton. Didn’t Mr. Ruff mention to you after his meeting 
with Mr. Lindsay there was a problem with the e-mails? 

Ms. Mills. Mr. Ruff indicated that there was a problem that e- 
mails may not have been captured, that the Office of Administra- 
tion was collecting those e-mails, and we were going to have to 
make a determination as to whether or not those e-mails had or 
had not been captured, and if they had not been we needed to 
produce them immediately. 

Mr. Burton. Can you tell us exactly or to the best of your recol- 
lection what you told Ms. Mills about the e-mail problem and what 
you instructed her to do? 

Mr. Ruff. As I think as reflected in my interview with the com- 
mittee, Mr. Chairman, I did not have a recollection as to whether 
Ms. Mills was or was not present at the original meeting with Mr. 
Lindsay. And thus, candidly, I do not have a recollection of a subse- 
quent conversation. But I take at face value Ms. Mills’ recollection 
as being accurate, and I cannot either add or subtract from her de- 
scription. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Ruff, you were the chief counsel to the Presi- 
dent. You were the one that was supposed to make sure the sub- 
poenas were complied with. You were told by Mr. Lindsay that 
there was a problem with e-mails that had not been captured since 
September 1996, which was right at the beginning or the height of 
the campaign finance scandal. So you knew there was going to be 
some concern about that. 

Mr. Ruff. I have already so stated. 

Mr. Burton. So what did you do? I mean, did you — what did you 
do? 

Mr. Ruff. My best recollection is that, either directly or indi- 
rectly through my conversation with Ms. Mills, we were going to 
have a search performed by the Office of Administration who typi- 
cally does our electric — or did our electronic searches, to determine 
whether in fact what I had been told by Mr. Lindsay about this 
problem did indeed have an adverse effect on our collection and 
production of documents, specifically focused, for obvious reasons, 
on the most recent subpoena issue, that is, the Lewinsky subpoena 
from the Office of Independent Counsel. 

Mr. Burton. So you knew that there was a problem. You knew 
a search had to be done. 

Mr. Ruff. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. And you don’t recall who you asked to conduct the 
search. 

Mr. Ruff. I do not. 

Mr. Burton. And Ms. Mills — you don’t recall talking to Ms. Mills 
about this. 

Mr. Ruff. I recall either talking to Ms. Mills afterwards or dur- 
ing the meeting. I take at face value, as I’ve said, her recollection 
that she was not present and that we talked there after rather 
than at the meeting itself. 

Mr. Burton. Well, did you ask Ms. Mills to pursue the search 
and to make sure that the search was done by the Department of 
Administration? 
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Mr. Ruff. I don’t recall what I specifically said to Ms. Mills, but 
I knew that a search was being conducted. I do not know, as I’ve 
already said, who framed the boundaries of the search or how it 
was being conducted by OA. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Ruff, you’re one of the brightest lawyers in this 
town. You know the gravity of the situation. You knew that there 
was a problem. You had to instruct somebody to conduct the search 
to make sure there was compliance with the subpoenas. You don’t 
remember who you asked to do the search? 

Mr. Ruff. I do not know whether indeed I did ask somebody to 
do the search. My recollection is that a search was being con- 
ducted — was being conducted by the Office of Administration and 
the appropriate people within that office and that the goal of the 
search was to determine whether or not the e-mail problem that 
Mr. Lindsay described to me had adversely affected our collection 
and production of documents and response to the independent 
counsel’s subpoena. 

Mr. Burton. Where does the buck stop? In compliance with sub- 
poenas, where does the buck stop? 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, as has been the case from the very 
first moment that you and I talked, I take — I took responsibility 
then, I take responsibility now for the work of my office and my 
staff. And in that sense the buck stops with me. 

Mr. Burton. So it stops with you. And you’re a very bright attor- 
ney. I cannot for the life of me believe that you saw there was an 
e-mail problem, you knew a search had to be done, and you talked 
to Ms. Mills about it, you had been talked to by Mr. Lindsay about 
it, and you don’t know who you asked to conduct the search to com- 
ply with the subpoenas from independent counsels and the Con- 
gress and the Justice Department. 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, I can vouch for this much. I knew that 
a search was being conducted by one of the members — one or more 
members of my staff, and I cannot tell you who was responsible for 
document production and I am certain was talking to the Office of 
Administration. If I knew who that was, I would tell you who it 
was. But I do not recall. 

Mr. Burton. This was a very broad problem. How is it confined 
down to a very narrow search of just the Lewinsky case? 

Mr. Ruff. My understanding of the problem was that the prob- 
lem existed. I did not know how broad it was or what effect it had. 
Thus, in my view, a search particularly focused on compliance with 
the independent counsel’s subpoena in the Lewinsky matter was a 
device for determining whether indeed the problem described to me 
had had an affect on our compliance with subpoenas. 

Mr. Burton. Who did you ask to conduct that limited search? 

Mr. Ruff. As I’ve said, Mr. Chairman, in response to your pre- 
vious questions, I do not recall having such a conversation. I can- 
not tell you who framed that search request for the Office of Ad- 
ministration. 

Mr. Burton. And, Ms. Mills, you don’t recall — you don’t recall or- 
dering the search or having anything to do with it other than hav- 
ing Mr. — the counsel, Mr. Ruff, tell you about it. 

Ms. Mills. I did not order the search. I did understand that e- 
mails were being collected, that they were going to be provided to 
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us, that we needed to review them to make a determination as to 
whether or not they were duplicative or whether or not they had 
not been captured, and if they had not been captured then we 
needed to provide them. 

Mr. Burton. But you say you do recall Mr. Ruff bringing this to 
your attention. 

Ms. Mills. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. And do you recall him asking you to conduct a 
search or to make sure a search was done? 

Ms. Mills. I recall him telling me that OA was conducting a 
search and they would then be providing us with the materials. 

Mr. Burton. But he didn’t ask you to be in charge of that. 

Ms. Mills. No. 

Mr. Burton. What did he ask you to do? 

Ms. Mills. He told me that the materials would be coming over 
and then we were going to need to make a determination with re- 
spect to whether or not the materials reflected that e-mails had not 
been captured or that they had been, and so that we were going 
to have to have, obviously, our staff review all of the different ma- 
terials that were collected to make a determination to answer that 
question. 

Mr. Burton. But you didn’t ask Mr. Lindsay to conduct a search 
or give him any boundaries. And Mr. Ruff, you don’t recall doing 
that either. 

Mr. Ruff. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Mills. No. 

Mr. Burton. When you talked to Mr. Lindsay, Mr. Ruff, and he 
brought to this to your attention, do you remember what you said 
to him? Did you say, “oh, my gosh, this is something that we have 
got to do something about.” 

Mr. Ruff. I don’t remember what I said to Mr. Lindsay. But as 
I’ve already stated, Mr. Chairman, I understood that this was an 
issue that we needed to address and in particular in the context 
of the independent counsel’s subpoena. 

Mr. Burton. What about the other contacts in addition to the 
independent counsel’s subpoenas? You had subpoenas from us, you 
had subpoenas from a number of independent counsels and prob- 
ably from other committees of Congress. 

Mr. Ruff. My immediate focus, given the time and the cir- 
cumstances we were living through at that time, Mr. Chairman, 
was to focus on our immediate compliance with the independent 
counsel’s subpoena. If in fact I had concluded that indeed there was 
a broader ranging problem that adversely affected our early pro- 
ductions, obviously I would have done something about it. 

Mr. Burton. This question I have for Ms. Mills is irrelevant I 
guess, because she says she doesn’t recall asking them to conduct 
the search, but I’ll ask it anyway. Ms. Mills, the names that you 
asked the technical people at OA to use in running the test searchs 
were related only to the Lewinsky case, but you don’t recall that 
at all. 

Ms. Mills. I didn’t ask anyone — I didn’t conduct or undertake 
the technical search terms or provide the technical search terms, 
that’s correct. 
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Mr. Burton. Given the nature of the Lewinsky search, how could 
it have told you that there wasn’t a broader, larger universe of po- 
tentially responsive documents? 

Ms. Mills. To whom are you directing your question? 

Mr. Burton. You and Mr. Ruff. 

Ms. Mills. I didn’t understand or appreciate that there was a 
broader problem. From my perspective, I thought we were collect- 
ing the e-mails that had been captured. So what we were looking 
at then was the e-mails that potentially might have been missed 
and that needed to be produced if they had been missed. 

Mr. Burton. So you didn’t know about a broader universe of doc- 
uments. 

Ms. Mills. Correct. It was not my impression that there was a 
broader universe of documents. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Lindsay came to see you, Mr. Ruff; and when 
he came to see you he told you that there was a broad problem 
with the e-mails, not just restricted to the Lewinsky matter. I 
mean, he had to tell you that because he knew that the e-mails 
since September 1996 hadn’t been captured. And so my question is, 
if you knew there was a broader universe, why 

Mr. Lindsay. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. It was not that there 
were — all e-mails. We’re only talking about incoming e-mails, 
which is a very much smaller 

Mr. Burton. It was 248,000 that we know of. In any event 

Mr. Lindsay. We don’t necessarily know that, sir. 

Mr. Burton. When he brought to your attention that there was 
a broad array of e-mails that were not captured, you knew it went 
beyond the Lewinsky matter. Why wasn’t the whole thing looked 
into instead of limiting just to the Lewinsky matter? 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, my view of the problem, as best I re- 
call it coming out of my meeting with Mr. Lindsay and subsequent 
events, was indeed there may have been a problem and it may in- 
deed have affected our past compliance with subpoenas. Once — as 
I’ve indicated in my interview with the committee counsel — once it 
turned out that the Lewinsky e-mails had, in fact, all been col- 
lected, the incoming Lewinsky e-mails had been collected, it was 
my view, whether mistaken or not, that indeed the problem Mr. 
Lindsay had described to me had not affected our capacity to collect 
and produce documents. 

Whether that was my technical ignorance or whether it was a 
misunderstanding of the problem, what I represent to you, as I 
have previously, is that at the point where the word came back to 
me that the Lewinsky e-mails had in fact been collected and it 
turned out they were duplicative of what we had already found, I 
believed that the problem did not, in fact, retrospectively affect our 
compliance. 

Mr. Burton. It just mystifies me. Mr. Lindsay had to give you 
a complete analysis of the problem. That was his charge. He had 
to tell you that there was e-mails that weren’t captured in a broad 
array of areas. And you recall it being confined to the Lewinsky 
matter. You recall that. 

Mr. Ruff. No, Mr. Chairman, that’s not what I’ve said. What I 
said was that I came away from my discussion with Mr. Lindsay 
recognizing that there was a problem, that my focus initially was 
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on the Lewinsky subpoenas because those were the ones of the 
most immediate and practical concern to my office. That when the 
report came back to me that indeed the Lewinsky subpoenas had 
pro — that our search in connection with the Lewinsky subpoenas 
had produced the same documents that had been found in this e- 
mail search I believed that the problem did not in fact adversely 
affect our past searches. 

Mr. Burton. Well, my time is expiring. I will have to yield to 
Mr. Waxman. But I have to tell you that it just stretches credulity 
to believe that Mr. Lindsay would come to you, tell you about the 
problem, Mrs. Mills doesn’t remember whether she was in the 
meeting, he doesn’t remember whether she was in the meeting, he 
doesn’t remember whether he made a phone call to talk to the Nor- 
throp Grumman employees who were threatened. Nobody remem- 
bers anything. You don’t remember, she doesn’t remember who or- 
dered the search or how broad the search was. You know, I hope 
whoever is paying attention to this realizes that we have a lot of 
people in the White House that simply don’t remember anything. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills, Mr. Lindsay, thank you all for 
being here today. 

This is the 4th day of hearings we’ve had in this committee on 
this missing White House e-mails, and during these hearings our 
chairman and other Republican Members have made some ex- 
tremely strong allegations. They’ve alleged that the White House 
threatened individuals if they disclosed the e-mail problem, they 
have alleged that the White House deliberately covered up the e- 
mail problem, and they’ve alleged that the White House obstructed 
justice by knowingly failing to disclose that the White House had 
potentially responsive e-mails that hadn’t been searched in re- 
sponse to subpoenas. So I want to ask you about these allegations. 
These are very serious allegations that have been made. 

Now let’s look at the first one. The first one is that once the e- 
mail glitch was discovered the White House threatened outside 
contractors who discovered the problem with jail if they told any- 
body about them. 

For example, Representative Chenoweth-Hage, who is a member 
of our committee, said in an open hearing, “Evidence suggests that 
contracted staffers were personally threatened with repercussions 
and even jail should they mention the very existence of the server 
problem to anyone, even their bosses. This occurred while these e- 
mails were under subpoena. This is inexcusable. This is criminal. 
If this is not obstruction of justice, I don’t know what is. If one 
were to apply the standard of an ongoing criminal conspiracy, the 
White House fits it.” 

Now that’s the allegation that was made in one of our previous 
hearings. 

Mr. Ruff, you’ve had a distinguished career in public service. You 
have been a member of the U.S. Attorney’s Office for the — you were 
the U.S. attorney for the District of Columbia, president of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Bar, corporation counsel for the District of Co- 
lumbia, White House counsel. Your reputation for integrity is, I 
think, untarnished. I want to ask you about this allegation that 
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was made. Did you ever threaten anybody with jail or in any way 
if they ever revealed the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Ruff. Of course not, Congressman Waxman. Neither I nor 
anyone on my staff nor candidly anyone that I knew at the White 
House would ever have made such a threat. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, let me ask more specifically for the record, 
you say you didn’t do it directly. Did anyone do it indirectly at your 
behest to threaten anybody? 

Mr. Ruff. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you participate in or have any knowledge of 
any White House effort to threaten anyone? 

Mr. Ruff. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Mills, let me ask you the very same questions. 
Did you directly or indirectly or in concert with others in the White 
House threaten anyone if they revealed the missing White House 
e-mails that are the subject of this hearing? 

Ms. Mills. I did not. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, the second allegation that we have to explore 
is whether there was a concerted effort by the White House to 
cover up the e-mail problem. For example, in our first hearing on 
this matter, the chairman said the White House — and this is the 
chairman’s statement in a public hearing — basically had two 
choices: They could face up to the problem, tell the Justice Depart- 
ment and the Congress what happened and get it fixed, or they 
could throw a blanket over the whole problem, ignore it and hope 
nobody would find out. It looks like they chose to cover it up. 

That’s the statement of the chairman. 

Mr. Ruff, let’s hear from you about this allegation. Did you ever 
cover up or attempt to cover up the e-mail problem from congres- 
sional or other investigative bodies? 

Mr. Ruff. I did not, Congressman Waxman. 

And let me just say in that regard that whatever the tensions 
that existed in our relationship with this committee and indeed 
with other congressional committees during the course of my ten- 
ure in the White House, we were on every occasion forthcoming 
when we found something that had not been produced or where 
there was a problem we brought it to the attention of the commit- 
tee, we produced the documents. 

I can tell you that members of my staff spent many an unhappy 
hour with the staff of this committee explaining why indeed some 
failure in our system had delayed the production of documents. 
And rather than even suggest at any time that any member of my 
staff or to my knowledge anyone else in the White House would 
conceal a problem like this, to the contrary, we stepped forward, we 
made our mistakes, if we ever committed them, known to the com- 
mittee, and produced the relevant documents, and we did so as 
quickly as possible. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Mills, let me ask you about this issue of the 
cover-up. Were you involved or do you have any knowledge of a 
cover-up by the White House to keep the e-mail issue from the le- 
gitimate investigators that had subpoenaed the information and 
didn’t receive it. 

Ms. Mills. Absolutely not. I would like to echo Mr. Ruffs senti- 
ments. He was always very clear about his position with respect to 
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documents and materials that came to light later, after we believed 
that we had been successful in capturing everything; and the clear 
direction always was that we needed to produce them as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lindsay, did you know about any cover-up or 
were you part of any cover-up about these White House e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely not sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Then the third allegation that’s thrown around 
quite loosely around this place is, the White House knew that it 
had not produced all the responsive e-mails, but decided not to tell 
Congress or the independent counsel. 

Chairman Burton and others have alleged that this is obstruc- 
tion of justice. For example, yesterday Representative Shays stated 
that, the White House obstructed justice and we’re trying to see 
who did it. That was his statement at a hearing. 

Mr. Ruff, let me ask you about this allegation. Were you aware 
at any time that the White House possessed responsive e-mails 
that it had not produced to investigators in response to subpoena. 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Congressman, the answer to that question is in 
essence the same as the previous one. I took and I know that mem- 
bers of my staff took whatever steps we believed were necessary to 
uncover the existence of a problem. If we believed one existed, and 
that includes the e-mails, we would have done something to deal 
with it. Never, not once, did anyone on my staff seek to conceal, 
delay production of or otherwise cover up any document production 
whether it be electronic or paper. 

Mr. Waxman. What about you, Ms. Mills, did you participate or 
did you know of any White House cover-up about these e-mails? 

Ms. Mills. I was not aware of any cover-up with respect to the 
e-mails and do not believe that that would have occurred. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lindsay, do you have any knowledge of any 
cover-up? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have no knowledge of any cover-up and nor would 
I have participated in any one if there was one that existed. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Ruff, I want to walk us through a chronology 
of what you know about the e-mail computer glitch from your per- 
spective. 

When did you first become aware that there was a potential e- 
mail problem? 

Mr. Ruff. I first became aware it was when Mr. Lindsay met 
with me in June 1998. 

Mr. Waxman. And what was your understanding of the scope of 
the problem? 

Mr. Ruff. My understanding of the problem at that point was 
that there had been a technical problem, that indeed incoming e- 
mails may not have been collected during a period of time that ex- 
tended back beyond the date of our meeting, and that indeed it was 
going to be necessary to determine; particularly in the context of 
the Lewinsky subpoenas, whether in fact we had collected all the 
documents that were in existence. 

Mr. Waxman. And what did you do after you became aware of 
this? 

Mr. Ruff. As I’ve indicated in responding to the chairman’s ques- 
tions, I do not recall what specific conversations I had, but I know 
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that efforts were undertaken to shape a tasking for the Office of 
Administration to inquire into whether the Lewinsky-related e- 
mails had in fact been encompassed in and collected by our pre- 
vious search. 

Mr. Waxman. And did your staff report back to you after the 
problem had been explored? 

Mr. Ruff. They did. It was reported back to me that, in fact, 
after searching pursuant to the directions to the Office of Adminis- 
tration, the e-mails that had been found were duplicative of what 
had already been produced to the independent counsel’s office. 

Mr. Waxman. So as far as you knew, these e-mails had gone to 
the investigators? 

Mr. Ruff. That’s correct, Mr. Congressman. And further, I ex- 
trapolated from that, whether accurately or inaccurately, that the 
problem that had been described to me did not indeed have an ad- 
verse effect on our compliance with earlier subpoenas. 

Mr. Waxman. When did you learn that the e-mail problem may 
in fact have affected this document production? 

Mr. Ruff. Candidly, I wasn’t aware of that until it surfaced in 
the newspapers earlier this year. 

Mr. Waxman. Were you at the White House counsel’s office then? 

Mr. Ruff. No, I wasn’t. 

Mr. Waxman. The Republicans have alleged that you or your of- 
fice participated in covering up evidence of these missing White 
House e-mails, but in fact you have a track record in this area; you 
referred to it a few minutes ago. On several occasions during your 
tenure at the White House counsel’s office, you or your office dis- 
covered that relevant evidence had not been turned over to Con- 
gress. 

Mr. Ruff. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Maybe it hadn’t been completely turned over to 
Congress. I want to ask you about some of those specific incidents. 

In October 1997, your office learned that the White House com- 
munications agency had videotaped certain White House coffees, 
but it had not provided them to the Congress. What did you do 
after you found this out? Did you try to cover this up or did you 
promptly disclose it to the Congress? 

Mr. Ruff. Congressman Waxman, I think the staff of my office 
who were involved in it will tell you that they worked literally 24 
hours a day once we discovered the existence of this problem, pro- 
duced those videotapes both to this committee and to Senator 
Thompson’s committee; and I think the record is absolutely clear, 
both here and in the Senate, that that failure of production was 
originally a product of a technological or logistical snafu, had noth- 
ing to do with anyone’s efforts to cover up those videotapes. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, it’s so interesting that this is similar to the 
issue before us today. Because what you’re telling us, that imme- 
diately after you found out there was a problem you responded, got 
the documents produced, sent them to the Congress, you disclosed 
the existence of the videotapes, and you did the right thing. 

Mr. Ruff. I like to think so, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know what the response was from Mem- 
bers of Congress? 

Mr. Ruff. Many of us lived through that response, yes. 
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Mr. Waxman. Well, Chairman Burton went on CBS, Face the 
Nation, and he said, “Some of the tapes were cutoff very abruptly, 
and then you go to another tape. We think maybe some of those 
tapes have been cutoff intentionally. They’ve been altered in some 
way.” 

So he made an allegation of cover-up and tape alteration, and 
that was widely reported. 

Then they were thoroughly investigated. This allegation was 
made. We had an investigation. We found out that you turned over 
these tapes, and we also found out they had never been altered in 
any way. Our committee and the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee failed to produce any evidence of tape alteration; and, 
in fact, investigations produced compelling evidence that the tapes 
had not been altered at all. And the further investigation revealed 
that the reason the videotapes were not initially produced was due 
to innocuous mistake. One page of the initial search directive faxed 
from the White House counsel to the White House communications 
agency had been misplaced. That page contained instructions that 
would have resulted in a videotape search. 

So you have an example where there was a snafu, you found out 
about the snafu, you produced the documents, and rather than get 
praised for producing the documents you were accused of a cover- 
up. Then we had an accusation that the tapes were altered, and 
it turned out they weren’t altered. We never have an apology for 
the accusations that were incorrect, only a new one that comes 
along. 

Let me give you another one that was given. This committee in- 
vestigated the White House data base. It’s called WhoDB. And this 
followed the similar pattern. In October 1997, in the process of re- 
sponding to a request relating to the WhoDB investigation, your of- 
fice found several documents that were potentially responsive to 
earlier requests. And within a week you turned these documents 
over to the committee, noting that it was your policy to err on the 
side of production. 

This didn’t satisfy our committee. Representative McIntosh, who 
led the WhoDB investigation, alleged that the initial failure to turn 
over the documents was a Federal crime — obstruction of justice. 
Mr. McIntosh referred Ms. Mills to the Department of Justice, 
claiming that her actions regarding the documents at issue were 
Federal crimes. The Department of Justice looked into the issue, 
and they determined there was just no merit to these accusations. 

I think, Ms. Mills, your statement this morning was a superb 
one. We have to be reminded that we’re human beings, sometimes 
we make mistakes. But we ought to recognize that making a mis- 
take doesn’t mean that you’re guilty of a crime. And if you’re in 
public service working for an administration and a President that 
someone doesn’t like doesn’t mean that you’re a criminal for being 
part of that administration. 

And we have a track record on this committee. We have a track 
record of wild allegations that are made smearing people’s reputa- 
tions. When you are accused of perjury or when Mr. Ruff is accused 
of obstruction of justice or Mr. Lindsay accused of threatening peo- 
ple and it turns out none of it’s true, one, the press doesn’t catch 
up with the facts of the original allegations, they’re already in the 
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paper. And then there are new allegations to take their place, and 
those new allegations get the headlines, not the facts that clear ev- 
erybody up. Now it’s not an enviable track record that we have on 
this committee to have unsubstantiated allegations of cover-ups, 
and I fear that’s exactly what’s happening today. 

Now, Mr. Burton focused in his questioning about whether you 
took this issue seriously enough and whether someone was in 
charge or who was in charge. It sounds like some of these things 
in the specifics you can’t recall. I suppose if you had it to do over 
again, you might have kept better track of who was doing what. 
But I suppose you had a lot of other things going on during that 
time as well. 

This isn’t the only committee that’s bombarding you with subpoe- 
nas. The President was under investigation, the Senate and the 
House were looking at impeachment charges, and every oppor- 
tunity that Members of the Republican leadership in the Congress 
had, they wanted to hold another investigation. 

In retrospect, Mr. Ruff, do you think you would have been better 
off if you kept better track of who was doing what about these 
White House e-mails? 

Mr. Ruff. I have no doubt in retrospect many events could have 
been shaped differently and perhaps better. But I think — and I ap- 
preciate your comments, Congressman Waxman. I think the bottom 
line for all of us in the White House counsel’s office is that we did 
our best. We did our best to act professionally and ethically and re- 
sponsibly. And if in fact we failed to do so in our efforts to do it, 
it was by inadvertence and not by intention. 

Mr. Waxman. It’s clear to me listening, to the testimony, there 
is a lapse. But it seems to me an embarrassing lapse of trying to 
remember who was doing what precisely is a lot different from 
criminal conduct. And what we have are accusations trying to crim- 
inalize the failure to remember who specifically was working on 
what in your office. 

If there was no threat to anybody about the information, if there 
was no cover-up about the information, if you did everything you 
could do to get the information to the Congress and the investiga- 
tors and to correct this technical problem, which was due not to 
your actions but to the actions of the contractors, Northrop Grum- 
man, who were supposed to develop a White House data base sys- 
tem that could pick up all the e-mails wherever they may come 
from and, as far as you knew, were doing everything you could do, 
even if you didn’t do everything that you wished you might have 
done, that’s a bit embarrassing because you’re the one in charge. 
But it’s not criminal conduct. 

Mr. Ruff. I’m not happy, but willing to suffer the embarrass- 
ment, which may be justified to the extent that I failed adequately 
to pursue or understand the matter. But, as you suggest, Congress- 
man Waxman, and I think I speak here for not only myself but all 
of those who worked with me, never, not once, would anybody on 
my staff intentionally conceal or seek to cover up any misconduct. 

Mr. Waxman. I thank you for that answer. You’re before a com- 
mittee that never seems to acknowledge their mistakes nor be re- 
sponsible for the embarrassments they have caused to others with 
wild accusations. I have in my time 



690 


Mr. Ford. If you would yield. 

Mr. Waxman. I yield to Mr. Ford to pursue some questions. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you, Mr. Waxman, to the members of the com- 
mittee. Let me also acknowledge another great patron and servant 
in the Clinton administration, Mr. Bruce Lindsay, who I believe is 
here with us this morning, and his daughter, who is a fine student 
down in my district at Rhodes College and is a frequent phone com- 
panion as she is proud of what her dad is doing and trying to do 
good work at Rhodes College. I think she is now back at home if 
I’m not mistaken. We miss her in Memphis. 

Let me thank also Ms. Mills for having the courage to come be- 
fore this committee with her candor and frankness about how her 
contributions in this administration and to contributions she’s 
made to the public service arena over the years. As a member of 
this committee who is young and who is proud to serve, I am proud 
of the contributions you have made and relieved to hear that de- 
spite the torturous way this committee and members of this Con- 
gress, and I would say to my colleagues on the other side that you 
ought to be embarrassed after listening to this young lady. It al- 
most brought me to tears listening to you to describe how and 
when you came into the White House at the tender age of 27, leav- 
ing at the age of 34, and despite all that you have been through, 
the unwarranted impugning of your character and unjustified at- 
tacks on your integrity, you remain strong and resilient and I think 
a better public servant after all that you have gone through. It’s 
unfortunate you had to go through what you had to go through, 
and I hope my colleagues on the other side of the aisle, when they 
have the opportunity to talk, will apologize to you and apologize to 
the young Americans that they might with their action and con- 
duct, as despicable as it might have been, might not discourage 
other young people from wanting to enter into public life. 

So with that, Ms. Mills, I would also say in your comments you 
said you felt that this was risking personal peril, be assured there 
are those of us on this committee that won’t allow Dan Burton or 
anyone in this committee for that matter to harm you any further 
than they already have. 

I would enter into the record if I could, Chairman Barr, I think 
you’re in the chair now, it probably already has, but there’s been 
references made to the McIntosh letter urging the Justice Depart- 
ment to bring perjury and obstruction of justice charges against 
Ms. Mills. The May 6, 1999 letter from the Department of Justice 
reads: “The Department has completed its review of your referral 
of criminal allegations involving deputy counsel to the President 
Cheryl Mills. After careful consideration and review of the mate- 
rials submitted with your letter of September 17th we have deter- 
mined that further investigation is not warranted and have de- 
clined prosecution.” I think it’s somewhat poetic that the author of 
this letter was Ms. M. Faith Burton. I would imagine we won’t in- 
vestigate if there’s any connection to our chairman. I would enter 
all of this into the record if that would be OK. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

MAY 6 1999 


The Honorable David M. McIntosh 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

National Economic Growth, Natural 
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Department has completed its review of your referral of 
criminal allegations involving Deputy Counsel to the President 
Cheryl Mills. After careful consideration and review of the 
material submitted with your letter of September 17, 1998, we 
have determined that further investigation is not warranted and 
have declined prosecution. 

Thank you again for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

%[ . 

M. Faith Burton 
Special Counsel to the 

Assistant Attorney General 

cc : The Honorable Dan Burton 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 
The Honorable John F. Tierney 
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Mr. Ford. Let me move to pick up where Mr. Waxman left off, 
if you don’t mind, to all of our witnesses. One of the concerns that 
I believe and would hope that all of us would have on this commit- 
tee is the unbelievable costs that this is imposing on the taxpayer. 
I know that Mr. Waxman requested a GAO study back in 1998 that 
found in the 18-month period between October 1, 1996 and March 
31, 1998, 21 Federal agencies reported that they had received more 
than 1,100 campaign finance inquiries from Congress. GAO cal- 
culated that the cost of responding to these inquiries cost the tax- 
payers in excess of $8.7 million. I would point out to members of 
the press and the committee that that does not include the $3 mil- 
lion that we spent on this committee investigating all of these, 
some of them wild, allegations. 

We learned yesterday and this morning in a very reliable Wash- 
ington Times, after Mr. Lyle’s testimony, that going back — that the 
total cost of the e-mail reconstruction could ultimately cost some- 
where between $8 to $10 million. This is a large price tag I believe 
for reconstructing incoming e-mails that we’re not even certain will 
have significant relevance to the investigations. 

Mr. Ruff, I’m interested in learning about who will have to foot 
this bill. Will the taxpayers be paying for the MAIL2 reconstruc- 
tion? 

Mr. Ruff. Congressman, although I enjoyed my time in the 
White House or at least most of it, I am at the disadvantage now 
of being a private citizen, and I’m not sure that I can answer your 
question officially, but I suspect, yes, indeed, the taxpayers will be 
bearing that burden. 

Mr. Ford. I ask that to sort of followup, Mr. Ruff, and I appre- 
ciate you even coming today being that you should not be put 
through further harassment, but since you’re here, the evidence 
this committee has received shows that the MAIL2 problem was 
due to an inadvertent mistake by White House contractors. 

Do you believe that the contractor or contractors that caused the 
problem should be responsible for paying the cost of reconstruction? 
And I would ask Mr. Lindsay, if he wouldn’t mind, to comment on 
this issue as well. 

Mr. Ruff. Congressman, I candidly am uncomfortable in trying 
to respond to that question because I simply don’t know what the 
facts of the case are. 

Mr. Ford. That hasn’t stopped us, Mr. Ruff, but I appreciate you 
responding. Mr. Lindsay, if you wouldn’t mind responding, sir. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. That is an option that we are in the process 
of exploring and were in the process of exploring, but because of 
the exigencies which were imposed by the request by the committee 
and by other bodies, it was important for us to go ahead and move 
forward. So the resolution of whether or not we can get any kind 
of recompense back from the contractor is something that will have 
to be determined later because of the exigencies imposed by the re- 
quest by the committee. 

Mr. Ford. Ms. Mills, excuse me, if I could come back to you for 
just 1 second. You described eloquently the cost of this experience. 
Would you mind just elaborating a bit the costs that were imposed 
upon you by virtue of this committee calling you before us on so 
many different occasions, both financial and other, briefly, if you 
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wouldn’t mind. It’s good to see you this morning and you look great 
by the way. 

Ms. Mills. Thank you very much. Well, I have legal fees that I 
am still paying for lots of allegations that have been made against 
me, and they’re my fees that I have to pay. Today I had a sched- 
uled event with my company that I was supposed to be presenting 
at as well as having a speech this evening that I was supposed to 
be giving in New York City, both of which Mr. Burton explained 
to me were insufficient and he could not indulge my schedule. So 
in addition to that, certainly during my tenure in the counsel’s of- 
fice, there were many occasions in which the personal toll I felt was 
relatively high, and I’m grateful for having had the opportunity to 
serve, but I also am enjoying quite nicely now being in the private 
sector for the moment. 

Thank you for asking. 

Mr. Ford. Hopefully we can find a way to bring you back with 
the next administration. 

Mr. Lindsay, if I could come back to you for one moment. Chair- 
man Burton has made some strong allegations regarding your con- 
duct. He said at our March 30 hearing, which I regret that I was 
not present at, that Mr. Lindsay and Ms. Callahan are accused of 
doing something that is really wrong. They’re accused of trying to 
intimidate people who work for them. He went on to assert or ac- 
cuse that because you are a potential target of a Justice Depart- 
ment investigation of the e-mails matter, you had, “every reason to 
give misleading testimony or to engage in selective memory loss.” 

I want to ask you a little bit about these allegations because I 
think you’re being unfairly attacked. During our first hearing we 
heard testimony from six current and former Northrop Grumman 
contractors and subcontractors. They discussed a meeting that was 
held with an OA career, and I take it OA means Office of Adminis- 
tration? 

Mr. Lindsay. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Ford. With an OA career civil servant named Ms. Laura 
Crabtree Callahan shortly after the MAIL2 problem was discovered 
in June 1998. Several of them testified that you addressed the 
meeting briefly by speakerphone. Now, you do not recall participat- 
ing in that meeting over the phone or that’s correct, that’s my 
understanding 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ford. In fact, you have been harshly criticized by certain 
members of the committee for not recalling this phone call, and I 
digress for one moment. I would imagine that all of my colleagues 
here in the Congress I would venture to say, I don’t know how 
many of us, with the large number of calls that we receive a day 
and the meetings we participate in, how many of us could pinpoint 
the times and all the persons we might have spoken to in a day 
and each and every person who might have been present in a meet- 
ing. We just got off a recess, as many of you know, and some, if 
not all, of us went home to work, and I couldn’t tell you which staff 
was present in certain meetings with the Port of Memphis or with 
IBM officials or with labor officials or with school officials. I know 
certain folks are assigned to those different areas, but I can sym- 
pathize and I would imagine some of the allegations that have been 
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made against our chairman by lobbyists here in town, and I cer- 
tainly wouldn’t engage in any smear tarnish attacks, that all of us 
at times have this selective memory, to borrow his terminology, I 
think just human. Humans forget when you might talk to folks, 
and for us to pull up your day planner that day and show that Ms. 
Mills’ name or whomever’s day planner we might have pulled up 
to show that Ms. Mills’ name was on it at 4:30, I thought was 
somewhat ridiculous and low-handed. 

But notwithstanding that, it’s still not clear to me why it was to 
your advantage to forget this call because not one witness has 
claimed you made any threats at that meeting. One of the contrac- 
tors, Bob Haas, I believe I’m pronouncing his name correctly, Mr. 
Waxman, said that Ms. Callahan told him after you hung up the 
phone that there would be a, “jail cell with his name on it,” if he 
told his wife. Another contractor, Sandra Golas, and I hope I’m pro- 
nouncing Ms. Golas’ name correctly, testified that she remembered 
the word, “jail” being used in the meeting but could not remember 
who said it. Two other contractors who were present Mr. Salim and 
Mr. Spriggs do not remember the jail threat or any other threats 
being made, but no one suggests that you made any threats at that 
meeting, Mr. Lindsay. If anyone doubts what I’m saying, and we 
doubt each other in this committee often, all they need to do is go 
back and look at the March 23rd transcripts. 

Now one of the contractors, Ms. Betty Lambuth, did accuse you 
of threatening her in a separate conversation, Mr. Lindsay. She 
told us that she had a meeting with you and I believe a 
Paulette 

Mr. Lindsay. Cichon. 

Mr. Ford [continuing]. Cichon — you knew I was going to have 
trouble there — another OA official which you, Mr. Lindsay, told her 
that if she or any of her team, “who knew about the e-mail problem 
told anyone else about it we would lose our jobs, be arrested and 
put in jail.” There’s a fundamental problem apparently with Ms. 
Lambuth’s testimony. 

It’s been flatly contradicted by the other person present at that 
meeting, Ms. Cichon. She signed a written statement on March 
29th in which she said that “at no time did I perceive Mark, Mr. 
Lindsay, threatening Betty or myself. At no time was a threat of 
jail mentioned or any other threat. If any threat were made I 
would have certainly remembered it and would have taken the ap- 
propriate action and response. I did not take part in any other 
meetings or conversations in which Mark or anyone else made any 
threats.” 

That statement was introduced into the record by Mr. Waxman 
at the March 30 hearing and Ms. Cichon has since confirmed her 
statement in person during interviews with committee staff. This 
is not the only time apparently that Ms. Lambuth has been directly 
contradicted by other witnesses. I wish Ms. Lambuth was here. 
During the hearing Ms. Lambuth also claimed that Mr. Haas ex- 
amined the, “missing e-mails” and told her that they contained in- 
formation relating to Filegate, concerning the Monica Lewinsky 
scandal, the sale of Clinton Commerce Department trade mission 
seats in exchange for campaign contributions, and Vice President 
A1 Gore’s involvement in campaign fundraising controversies. Bob 
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Haas told the committee that Ms. Lambuth’s allegations were, or 
her allegation, excuse me, was completely inaccurate. He said he 
had no knowledge of any e-mails relating to Filegate, the sale of 
Clinton Commerce Department trade mission seats in exchange for 
anything or campaign contributions or Vice President A1 Gore’s in- 
volvement in campaign fundraising controversies. And he said that 
he never told Ms. Lambuth otherwise. 

But unfortunately the facts don’t dissuade my committee mem- 
bers, particularly those on the other side. We have no credible evi- 
dence that you threatened anyone, yet the chairman and other 
members keep repeating that you made jail threats and these 
threats keep getting repeated in the newspapers. Unfortunately 
you’re not alone in receiving this unfair treatment from this com- 
mittee. Unfortunately your seatmate can speak to the same type of 
treatments. 

I introduce to the record as I prepare to yield back to my chair- 
man, Mr. Waxman, GOP’s distrust of Clinton drives Congress’ 
agenda. You mentioned so eloquently, Ms. Mills, the issue that we 
should be addressing here in this Congress. You even reminded 
this chairman and perhaps suggested to him and members on the 
other side that U.S. attorneys who sit on that side, former U.S. At- 
torneys, that perhaps we ought to investigate the way young Afri- 
can American men are being treated in New York and Los Angeles 
and around this Nation. If we could find a way to link it to some- 
thing that’s happening at the White House I think we’d probably 
have better success in getting this committee to do that. 

But I would only repeat the comments of a Republican Senator, 
a dedicated war veteran in Senator Chuck Hagel, who is no real 
friend of those of us liberals on this side, as we are sometimes la- 
beled, and those of us who are hiding, obstruction of justice and 
those who are perjurers, but Senator Chuck Hagel criticized his fel- 
low Republicans for allowing their deep seeded suspicions of Presi- 
dent Clinton to derail their own political agenda. Mistrust is the 
common thread. It is my hope that in the midst of all of this, 
Chairman Barr, Chairman Burton and others on the other side, 
that we will remember that government’s about something bigger 
and better than us, that we are dispensable to this whole system, 
sir. 

We, as Ms. Mills so eloquently said, have good days and bad 
days, but I hope we would not take our bad days out on those who 
disagree with us and who have visions and perspectives and biases 
and prejudices that may be different than ours. Mr. Waxman is 
going to be upset with me for taking all his time, Ms. Mills, but 
I want to say one more time you were absolutely wonderful this 
morning and I only wish that more of my colleagues could have 
been here to hear you, and only hope that those of us that are here 
will take the message back to our colleagues who did not get an 
opportunity to hear your outstanding comments this morning. 

Mr. Lindsay, I didn’t hear yours. I trust yours were great the 
other day. 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired. I’m 
going to yield my time to Congressman Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I thank the chairman. I’m sorry, I thought it was my 
time. I apologize. 
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Mr. Burton. I’m going to, in the event you need more time, Mr. 
Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I just want to give you, Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills and 
Mr. Lindsay, a different perspective and it comes from my heart as 
it comes from yours, Ms. Mills. I participated in the Hart hearings 
a few years ago and the Pierce scandal, and I didn’t know that it 
was my role then to defend the administration. I was a new Mem- 
ber so I went after just trying to find the truth, and so you had 
Republicans and Democrats just trying to find the truth, not de- 
fending the witnesses, just trying to find the truth. I’ve learned, I 
guess, that’s not the way it happens, and when Debra Gordene 
came to that hearing and she declared — took advantage of her fifth 
amendment rights all the Democrats in the committee were out- 
raged that she would want to hide something, and I was outraged, 
and so I thought when Members would come before this committee 
that we would see that same outrage on the other side of the aisle, 
and we’ve now had 79 House and Senate witnesses asserting their 
fifth amendment. 

Now they can do that and it may mean they don’t have anything 
to cover up, but in my nonlegal way I begin to think there’s some- 
thing behind that. 

And when I read your statement, Ms. Mills, before you even de- 
livered it, I became so incensed by the focus on you and not about 
getting at this issue that I’ve written out a statement, and I’ve 
written out the statement so I don’t say more than I need to say. 

So, Ms. Mills, you’re not the only one disillusioned by this proc- 
ess. I have been pushed from disappointment to anger to outrage 
by the pervasive ethical and moral minimalism of this White 
House. Among the important issues you omitted from your list is 
respect for law and the affirmative obligation of sworn officers of 
the court to disclose material facts to properly constituted authori- 
ties. As much as you might not like it, this committee is such a 
properly constituted authority. While undoubtedly deeply felt, your 
statement conveyed to me a profound lack of respect for this con- 
stitutional process, and I’ll say unlike the profound respect that I 
thought you showed to the Senate. It’s not enough for those in the 
White House you defend to say no evidence has been found that 
anyone intentionally sought to hide the e-mail system problems. 
That’s far too low a bar to set for yourselves, to convince yourselves 
prematurely the problem was minimal, to hide behind the expense 
and difficulty of the reconstruction project, to delay any disclosure 
of a problem until forced by negative publicity. All bespeak an ethi- 
cal opportunism that allows by omission, if not by commission, the 
obstruction of justice. For evil to prevail, it is enough for good peo- 
ple to do nothing. I don’t get the sense much was done by the good 
people in the White House to confront the potential evil flowing 
from the e-mail mess. 

Now, I also remember some people at the White House. I remem- 
ber Billy Dale and John Drellinger, John McSweeney, Barney 
Brasseux, Gary Wright, Robert Van Eimeren and Ralph Maughan. 
I remember them. They were in the White House and they got 
fired, and then to defend their being fired the FBI and the IRS had 
to take a good look at them. 
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And I was looking at an old article, and this may have been said 
in jest, Mr. Ruff, I know it was said in jest, but it has an eerie feel- 
ing of strength to it. You were interviewed by Bob Woodward when 
you, as the fourth and final prosecutor to Whitewater, acknowledg- 
ing initially it had gone on too long — Watergate, excuse me, Water- 
gate. This was an article written June 19, 1977, in your admitted 
youth, and you were asked to kind of describe where you fit in in 
all these committees that had done investigation. You thought you 
would show up better than the Warren commissioner and some of 
the other commissioners that had looked, and then I’ll read what 
Mr. Woodward says. He says Ruff says there’s nothing he has done 
to protect himself from a more hostile view of the work of his office. 
If called to testify some day at such an inquiry; in other words, de- 
fending your committee’s work, Ruff says he knows just what he’ll 
do, quote, I’d say, gee, I just don’t remember what happened back 
then and they won’t be able to indict me for perjury and that 
maybe that’s the principal thing I’ve learned in 4 years, I just in- 
tend to rely on that failure of memory. 

I know you said it in jest, but the words you used to respond to 
questions, I don’t recall, I don’t remember, I understood this is an 
issue and so on and don’t remember if I was at a meeting. The 
meeting, Mr. Lindsay, on June 19th, how many people were at that 
meeting when you spoke to Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t recall, sir. 

Mr. Shays. You don’t recall if there’s one, two, three, four or five? 

Mr. Lindsay. I remember that I talked with Mr. Ruff. I don’t re- 
member if there was anyone else at that meeting. 

Mr. Shays. Do you remember where you met? 

Mr. Lindsay. I’m fairly certain it was in Mr. Ruffs office. 

Mr. Shays. You remember it was Mr. Ruffs office, you don’t re- 
member if anybody else was in the office. 

My time has expired. I’ll come back. 

Mr. Burton. Gentleman’s time has expired. Who’s on your side? 
Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Welcome once again to a committee of the Con- 
gress. I suspect that you will have spent more time at committee 
hearings of the Congress than most of the Members of Congress 
after your respected service is done. 

Ms. Mills, I’ve had the opportunity to look over your statement, 
and unfortunately I wasn’t here when you delivered it because I 
would have imagined it would have been most heart rendering to 
hear your statements. I have had the occasion of watching your 
service for 7 years in the White House, and I want to tell you that 
there are Members of this Congress that appreciate what you’ve 
dedicated to this country and to this President and that you have 
done it honorably, and the fact that this Congress has been so frus- 
trated with a dynamic Presidency that they did not expect or did 
not think was warranted in the election of 1992, that a good many 
years have been spent with the sole intent of creating an aura 
around this President that he was not worthy of the job and was 
not serving America. You know I got to thinking about it as we 
went tediously through questions yesterday, and some of my col- 
leagues on the other side, particularly the younger Members, may 
not recall prior administrations, but in reality they have succeeded 
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in creating a new definition for political life in America, and that 
is accusations, charges, unsubstantiated and unproven, eventually 
will become labeled as scandals, and we so often hear the media 
now say another scandal when in fact it’s another unsubstantiated 
charge. 

And the purpose of this hearing some 7, 6 months before a new 
Presidential election is because the majority of this Congress have 
no other issues, and their hope against all odds is that the Amer- 
ican people will be foolish enough to believe that charges alone rep- 
resent substance and/or scandals in themselves when in fact we 
know better as members of the bar. 

The fact that you were called out of private service to come up 
here and go over your memories and people on this committee re- 
spond with the idea that, oh, you should have an absolute perfect 
memory, both yourself and Mr. Ruff, of every occurrence that hap- 
pened in the throes of probably the second most historical act 
against the Presidency, the last impeachment, is beyond me. I have 
to think that you were all working 18 hours a day, 7 days a week 
and were totally focused and committed to the immediate issue of 
the trial and that you didn’t necessarily partake in checking out 
every factor or every bit of information. 

It is only too bad that because sometimes of the lack of technical 
expertise of the American people and the appreciation of what the 
new computer age is all about that this hearing would even be 
here, the suggestion that oh, my heavens, there where e-mails that 
were lost, isn’t that a shocking surprise in a perfect world, when 
we know that the instrumentality of the computer is not perfect. 

So, you know, as I listen to this testimony developed over these 
2 days, I’m becoming frustrated with the Congress myself. I can’t 
believe that we do not have more important issues as the only over- 
sight committee of the House of Representatives. We have spent al- 
most our full time for these many years in doing nothing but at- 
tempting to denigrate the reputation of those people that serve in 
the executive branch of this government and the President himself 
and have added nothing from this committee’s work that I’ve seen 
over the last number of years of a positive nature. 

What have we done to solve some of the problems like over- 
expenditures, fraud, misuse and abuse and Medicare? What have 
we done to analyze the social security problems for the future of 
the American people, which is all under the jurisdiction of this 
committee, to oversight, what’s happening and anticipate what new 
legislation is necessary to solve real problems of real people in their 
real lives. Instead for pure partisan political purposes, there are 
people on this committee and in this town that have now become 
to believe that partisanship is a religion and it has to be practiced 
to the fullest extent and in the purest nature, and they forget that 
those of you that have tremendously talented lives that have come 
to serve in this administration and perhaps lead the way for other 
extraordinary people to serve future Presidencies have to stop and 
think of whether they really want to do that to themselves, their 
lives or their families or their personal fortunes. 

I’m so much aware through all of the Whitewater hearings how 
many people spent more than their net worth just to be rep- 
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resented by counsel so that they could have said that they served 
a President of the United States. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. We are going to 
recess to the fall of the gavel. We have two votes on the House 
floor, and then when we come back Mr. Barr will be the first ques- 
tioner. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. Mr. Barr, you are 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I hate to interfere with 
that love fest that was going on earlier, but somehow I don’t think 
that will come as a surprise. The fact of the matter is that at least 
two of these witnesses and a third party, I don’t see the other Mr. 
Lindsey here, he was here earlier, have in fact been found to have 
engaged in criminal violations of Federal law by a Federal judge. 
That is a matter of record, and the other side may not like it and 
may be irrelevant to them, but in an order issued just recently, I 
think the end of May this year, Judge Royce Lambeth found that 
Mr. Ruff, the other Mr. Lindsey and Ms. Mills in March 1998 en- 
gaged in discussions and advised the President to release the Kath- 
leen Willey letters in violation, clear, knowing violation of the Pri- 
vacy Act. 

So for people to wander around in this Alice in Wonderland funk 
and say that nobody has done anything wrong here and how dare 
anybody impugn anybody’s reputation, I’m not citing Robert Ken- 
nedy, I’m not citing Mr. Waxman, I’m not citing Mr. Burton, I’m 
not citing myself, I’m citing Judge Royce Lambeth. So let’s get real. 
There are some serious problems here. This is the sort of conduct 
that concerns us. 

Now, with regard to the issue immediately before us, which re- 
lates to hundreds of thousands of e-mails subject to lawful sub- 
poena by at least two committees of this House of Representatives, 
the Judiciary Committee conducting an inquiry of impeachment, 
which again some people may find irrelevant, funny, inconsequen- 
tial. I know you all don’t because y’all participated in it and have 
very high regard I presume for the process through which we went. 
It is very serious. The information contained in the hundreds of 
thousands of e-mails that have not yet been searched were also 
subject in large part, in large measure to subpoenas issued by the 
Office of Independent Counsel, again an office that y’all may not 
like, y’all may not like the individual who headed that office, Judge 
Kenneth Starr, but the fact of the matter is that there were lawful 
subpoenas that were issued that related to the subject matter of 
these hundreds of thousands of e-mails that y’all knew had not 
been searched and had not been reviewed in order to ensure a full, 
complete and timely compliance with subpoenas lawfully issued 
and which were not subject to any defense for noncompliance. 

Mr. Lindsay, you testified when you appeared before this com- 
mittee a number of weeks ago that pursuant to a search of some 
of the computers conducted by Mr. Robert Haas that a significant 
number of e-mails, about 1,000 I think you testified to, were in fact 
retrieved from this universe of e-mails out there that you all knew 
were not subject to retrieval, had not been reviewed, had not been 
retrieved, and you testified that in July 1998 you took that rel- 
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atively small batch of e-mails, about 1,000 that he had printed out 
pursuant to his search of the computers themselves, the hard disks 
I believe, over to the White House counsel’s office. Do you recall 
that testimony? 

Mr. Lindsay. The characterization as to the general population 
of the e-mails, of that e-mail sampling that you’re referring to was 
taken from, I did not make any comment as to the general popu- 
lation. I do not know now and I did not know then 

Mr. Barr. That’s fine. I’m not quibbling over how many. I know 
that anything you say is like pulling teeth to get you all to say any- 
thing, I realize that, and we’ll just sort of take judicial notice of 
that. These are the e-mails here. This is about I’d say, what would 
you say, counsel, about 1,000? 

Mr. Wilson. It’s certainly at least that. 

Mr. Barr. And counsel, these are a copy of the e-mails retrieved 
by Robert Haas pursuant to and as he testified in mid- 1998 to de- 
termine the scope of the problem that was being faced; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Wilson. Correct, the White House produced these 2 days ago 
to us. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Is this the material, and I know you can see them 
so obviously I’m not going to ask you to testify as to what’s in 
them, but is this approximately the size of the materials, the num- 
ber of pieces of paper you took over, as you testified earlier under 
oath, to the White House counsel’s office in July 1998? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not count them when I brought them over. 

Mr. Barr. I know you didn’t count them. I’m not asking you to 
count them. I said approximately. That’s why I used that term. 
You’re not going to be held to a specific number. 

Mr. Lindsay. Some number that approximates that. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And at that point your memory utterly failed you, 
according to your testimony last time, you have no recollection at 
all of who you gave these some — and there is approximately 1,000 
documents in here, I’m not asking you to verify that. Reflecting 
back and looking at this fairly significant amount of documents, 
does that jog your memory, your recollection? Do you recall at this 
time who you gave those documents to in the White House coun- 
sel’s office in July 1998? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I do not, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Did you receive them, Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Ruff. I don’t believe so. I have no recollection of receiving 
them, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Did you receive them, Ms. Mills? 

Ms. Mills. I did receive a batch of e-mails that were — that rep- 
resented the search that had been conducted. I did not receive 
them from an individual other than my assistant, but at that point 
what we did was forward them to another associate counsel to re- 
view them to determine whether or not they were in fact duplica- 
tive or whether or not they were not and had not been captured 
in a prior search. 

Mr. Barr. Are you satisfied in your mind 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays has time. I think he’s going to yield to 
you and I’m going to yield to Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I am happy to yield to the gentleman. 
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Mr. Barr. Are you satisfied in your mind that we are all talking 
about the same documents here? 

Ms. Mills. As I haven’t seen those documents, I don’t know 
what’s in those documents. I’m not in a position to be able to an- 
swer you correctly or honestly as to those documents. 

Mr. Barr. You’re always in a position to answer me honestly I 
would hope. 

Ms. Mills. Not honestly with respect to whether or not they’re 
the same documents that I got. I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. And I’m not asking about these specific documents. 
What I’m simply asking is about the documents to which we’re re- 
ferring, in other words, a batch of documents, e-mails, hard copies 
of e-mails printed out that were transmitted personally by Mr. 
Lindsay to the White House counsel’s office, as he’s testified to in 
prior appearance before this committee in July 1998. 

Ms. Mills. OK. I was not aware that he personally provided the 
materials, but I know that the e-mails came to our office. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And who conducted the review of those e-mails? 

Ms. Mills. Shelly Peterson, who’s an associate counsel in our of- 
fice. 

Mr. Barr. And what conclusions did — is that Mr. or Ms.? 

Ms. Mills. It’s a Ms. 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. Did Ms. Peterson arrive at concerning 
those e-mails and whether or not they were subject to any of the 
subpoenas that had been served on the White House? 

Ms. Mills. Ms. Peterson, to my understanding, reviewed the doc- 
uments to determine whether or not they were duplicative with re- 
spect to documents we had produced or whether or not there were 
in fact new documents that were there that had not been produced. 

Mr. Barr. And? 

Ms. Mills. She concluded that the materials were duplicative of 
materials that had been previously been produced. 

Mr. Barr. In other words, they were identical in every regard, 
every single respect to documents that had already been furnished 
to the folks who had — whatever entity had issued the subpoenas? 

Ms. Mills. Without addressing the characterization of your ques- 
tion, it was my understanding that these e-mails were duplicative 
and had in fact been produced. 

Mr. Barr. And therefore who made the determination not to 
send those documents to the authorities that had subpoenaed 
them? 

Ms. Mills. Well, the authorities that had subpoenaed them had 
them. 

Mr. Barr. Did you ask them if they had them? You made the de- 
termination that they did or Ms. Peterson did? 

Ms. Mills. Well, when we do a document production we then 
keep a copy for ourselves of what we sent to the individual that’s 
requesting. 

Mr. Barr. Let me make you all aware of a problem that we ran 
into yesterday, which is one reason why we’re trying to ask very 
specifically about duplicative records, for example. We had print 
copies of e-mails and I think you all may have them, for example 
exhibit 81, which is an e-mail that had a blank in it, and it ap- 
peared as if there was some information missing from it. Now Mr. 
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Heissner, the author of that particular e-mail, testified to, and I’m 
not saying whether it’s accurate or not, he testified that the e-mail 
that was presented to us, which is exhibit No. 81, was identical 
with another e-mail that might be found if we went back and 
searched the backup records for the ARMS system, although it 
might appear differently because the way he printed it out didn’t 
pick up some of the graphics in it. It might have listed things a 
little bit differently, the spacing might have been different, so 
forth. In other words, you can take two documents that have the 
same information on them, but it might be formatted a little bit 
differently. 

As a trained attorney you would recognize certainly the way in- 
formation is formatted might have a bearing on the accuracy of the 
information, how it’s interpreted, would you not? 

Ms. Mills. Well, I think that what you’re asking is when you 
asked as to or question whether or not they’re identical or not, I 
obviously did not conduct the review but it is my understanding 
Ms. Peterson went through the materials and made the determina- 
tion that these were duplicative of materials that had been pro- 
duced. 

Mr. Barr. What would be the legal theory under which you 
would not or the ethical theory or the practical theory under which 
you would not just go ahead and send them in overabundance of 
caution just to make sure that there was no problem, that you 
would have this batch of documents and say, well, these are subject 
to subpoena, it may very well be that some of these or maybe all 
of these in one form or another have been transmitted but they are 
subject to a lawful subpoena and then we’re just going to go ahead 
and send them? Wouldn’t that be the more prudent, more ethical 
course of conduct? 

Ms. Mills. Well, one thing we are obviously cognizant of is how 
much paper and materials everybody is getting. So to the extent 
that 

Mr. Barr. Y’all are looking out for the taxpayers. 

Ms. Mills. No. Actually I wasn’t going to say that but obviously 
that’s something to be thoughtful about as well. So I appreciate you 
making that observation as well. But to the extent that there are 
materials that we’ve already sent individuals, it’s probably chal- 
lenging to send them more to think that potentially they’re getting 
something that they don’t already have, and so in this instance be- 
cause Ms. Peterson was able to determine that these materials 
were duplicative there was no reason to send them another copy 
of materials that they had. 

Mr. Barr. Who reviewed or approved her decision? 

Ms. Mills. Well, we have no reason — I mean I don’t know how 
to answer that question. I mean, Ms. Peterson has the skills and 
the ability as a trained attorney. 

Mr. Barr. The answer would be nobody. 

Ms. Mills. Well, she certainly conducted her research and went 
through and did it in a fashion that would be consistent with what 
we understand to be or 

Mr. Barr. I know Mr. Waxman is getting antsy over there. We’ll 
save the questions for additional time. 
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Mr. Burton. That is fine. Mr. Waxman, I would like to remind 
you that when you had 30 minutes I let you guys run over almost 
4 minutes, but we’ll give you your 5 minutes now. 

Mr. Waxman. Your generosity overwhelms me. We’ve had Mr. 
Barr with two 5-minute segments, and the rules of the House enti- 
tle me to have my 5 minutes and I want to have my 5 minutes 
now. I’d like the clock started over again. 

Mr. Burton. You’re getting your 5 minutes, Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lindsay, I’d like to revisit some of your testi- 
mony about your understanding of the MAIL2 problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. I think you were pretty clear when you testified 
about this previously, but there seems to be some misunderstand- 
ing about it. You said that you were informed about the MAIL2 
problem in June 1998 and after you were informed about it, you 
promptly informed the White House counsel’s office. You then as- 
sisted in a search for e-mails relating to Monica Lewinsky and that 
you had this to say about the search, “I believed the non-ARMS 
managed e-mails were searched. I now understand though that I 
did not understand it then that the backup tapes containing the e- 
mails may never have been searched.” 

Later you heard back from the White House counsel’s office that 
the Lewinsky search had produced only duplicates of e-mails al- 
ready turned over, and this led you to think, again your words, it 
probably isn’t that big of a problem because this information has 
already been produced, end quote. So you concluded that there may 
not be a legal problem in terms of whether or not documents were 
produced, but I still had a problem, and that was I still had a tech- 
nical staff that reported to me that there was a glitch. Even if that 
test came back in a positive way, I may have not had a production 
problem but I had a technical problem because my e-mail system 
and my ARMS system and how they worked together, that was the 
issue I needed to resolve. That was again your statement. 

I think your testimony’s pretty clear on this point. You were con- 
cerned about the problem initially. You notified the White House 
counsel’s office, and when they informed you that the problem had 
not affected document productions, your concerns were put to rest. 
The concern that you did have was that for reasons relating to the 
Presidential and Federal Records Act you still needed to recon- 
struct and archive the missing e-mails, but this was not a high pri- 
ority and since you knew that you would have time to do that for 
archival purposes later. 

Is that an accurate statement, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, it is, sir. It’s important to know also that we 
are in the process of conducting reconstruction for years of e-mails 
from the Reagan administration, the Bush administration, from the 
early Clinton administration. So the process of reconstruction is 
one that — was one that took many years and people in the commit- 
tees and whatever were familiar with the fact we were conducting 
those activities. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lindsay, yesterday the chairman accused the 
White House of trying to delay the reconstruction of the MAIL2 e- 
mails until after the election in November. He said that the White 
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House was trying to, quote, run out the clock. Is that accusation 
accurate? 

Mr. Lindsay. It is absolutely not correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. What has the White House done to ensure that the 
e-mails are reconstructed and produced as soon as and as effi- 
ciently as possible? 

Mr. Lindsay. When I met specifically and gave direction to my 
staff, my instruction to them was that they were to conduct the re- 
construction as quickly as possible in accordance with the request 
by this committee and by other bodies to have this work done as 
quickly as possible. I told them to conduct that and to essentially 
give me a schedule for production or reviewing these materials and 
making sure that they were reconstructed on a 24-hour, 7-day a 
week schedule if necessary to make sure that it was done as quick- 
ly as is humanly possible. 

Mr. Waxman. And when do you anticipate making these e-mails 
available to our committee? 

Mr. Lindsay. It is going to be completed on a rolling basis, but 
I believe in the June timeframe will be the first time we’ll be able 
to produce some information from the reconstruction process. 

Mr. Waxman. So rather than delaying production, you’re going to 
turn over documents as you produce them? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, and as a matter of fact many of the 
contractors that we tried to get to do this work protested by the 
fact that what we were doing was such an ambitious and such a 
speedy schedule that they declined to participate and to even bid 
for the contract. 

Mr. Waxman. Just so we have this very clear, my understanding 
is that the reconstruction project is scheduled to be completed by 
Thanksgiving. That does not mean, however, that the reconstructed 
e-mails will not be produced until Thanksgiving. Document produc- 
tion will begin long before then. All that it means is that the final 
stages of the e-mail project which involve putting the reconstructed 
e-mails into ARMS for archival purposes will be completed then. 
The actual reconstruction of the e-mails, the placing of those e- 
mails into a searchable data base and the production of e-mails to 
our committee will begin well before that date and well before the 
election. 

Is that an accurate statement? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is true, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. I just think that ought to be clear to everybody so 
we don’t keep on hearing these accusations. 

One more point, I understand that decisions about what mate- 
rials will be produced first will be made by the White House coun- 
sel’s office in consultation with our committee and other investiga- 
tive committees; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe so, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. We were told 
initially that probably the e-mail problem, in compliance with our 
subpoenas, would be handled by September, and yesterday we were 
informed that it would be the Monday before Thanksgiving, which 
is after the election. The White House counsel’s office I’m sure will 
be the one that will be charged with the responsibility of giving us 
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e-mails as they are produced, and the reason I made the state- 
ments I did yesterday was because of the track record of the White 
House counsel’s office in complying with subpoenas and working 
with this committee to get the facts out to the American people. So 
I don’t believe I misspoke yesterday. 

I’ll believe we’re getting the e-mails in an orderly fashion when 
I start to see them rolling off the presses, coming through the coun- 
sel’s office and given to us. Up to now we have not seen that kind 
of cooperation from the White House counsel’s office going back to 
Mr. Ruff, and I will now yield to Mr. Barr. Excuse me, Mr. Barr. 
Did you want the time, Mr. Barr? 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One of the — this is just one 
subpoena that I know you are all familiar with. It’s dated Septem- 
ber 15th or September 1, 1999. It is a subpoena duces tecum from 
this committee addressed to the Executive Office of the President, 
Cheryl D. Mills, and it simply has an attachment that subpoena is 
returnable 2 weeks later, September 15, 1999. It has attached to 
it schedule A, which is two pages of very standard language, and 
that’s really what I wanted to ask you all about, and then a third 
page of schedule A which has to do with the specific subject matter 
of the subpoena, in this case, the Puerto Rican terrorists. 

If y’all would glance at the first two pages, please, of schedule 
A, which is the definitions and instructions, and if y’all could let 
me know if that has been y’all’s view of standard language which 
accompanies subpoenas duces tecum in order to identify in very, 
very broad terms the types of information that are covered by the 
subpoena. 

Mr. Ruff. 

[The information referred to follows:] 



Subpena Duces Tecum 


JBp 0utf)oritp of tfje $ougE of &epregentati'beg of tf)E 
Congrtgg of tfjE tHm'teb £§>tatEg of gmErica 


j g Executive Office of. the President SERVE: Cheryl Mills 
The White House;. Washington, D.C. 20500 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

Full, Committee on .....Gc.Yfirowentt.BsvfAm... 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon. 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room .115.7 of the 

..Rayburn. Bouse. Office.. Building in the city of Washington, on 

. J5 &p.t e»h ex . . 1.7 *. . 1 9L9 2 , at the hour of . 5 ..\9P.. .?.•#•. r 

To .....JCin).Beed.ar..the..U..S... Marshals.’. 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
day of ....f.®P*. e .?$. e .F. 19....?.?. 



Chairman. 


Attest: 
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Subpena for. . °f. .!???. .? resldent 

SERVE .Cherjrl Mills 

Xha . WbitaiHoiiaa-, .... •••• 


Washing £on A . D, C, t ,?.Q$.QQ. 

before the Committee on the.PfiYSfflWtpt. Reform 


Served 


.House of Representatives 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Executive Office of the President 
Serve: Cheryl Mills 
The White House. 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives,- the 
Committee on Government Reform hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which 
indicate each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any 
questions, please contact Senior Investigative Counsel Marc Chretien at (202) 225-5074, ■ ; 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, 
and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, 
photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including 
any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, 
briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets 
or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer 
tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic 
mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, 
summaries, talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message 
slips, records or evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, 
telexes, transcripts, or tiny other machine readable material of any sort whether 
prepared by current or former employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee 
without limitation. “Record” or “records” shall also include all other records. 
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documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, 
including but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 


(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession 
as well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in 
your possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on 
your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically identified, the request includes all 
documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the 
Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has. 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or 
disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each 
record, document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author 
(and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or 
known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the 
validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return 
date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent' thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 


Please produce to the Committee the following records: 


2 
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1 . All records relating to any munitions or explosive devices actually expended within one 
mile of the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. 

2. All records relating to the use of “military style” tear gas canisters, including M-651 
rounds, at the siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. 

3. All records relating to any military involvement, whether advisory or operational, at the 
siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. 

4. All records relating to any contacts between the White House and the Department of 
Justice, Department of Defense or the FBI concerning the siege at the Branch Davidian 
compound in Waco, Texas. 


3 
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Mr. Ruff. Let me just note initially that September 15th is 
about a month and a half after my departure from the White 
House, but without having had the opportunity to either read it 
carefully or to compare it with other subpoenas from this commit- 
tee, it appears on its face to be comparable to similar documents 
that the White House received during my tenure. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. Ms. Mills. 

Ms. Mills. I agree. 

Mr. Barr. The language, and I might ask counsel, Mr. Wilson, 
is the language contained in the first two pages of schedule A what 
is referred to in the legal profession as boilerplate language? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, it is. 

Mr. Barr. OK. In other words, this is standard language that 
would be included in subpoenas duces tecum in order to ensure to 
the greatest extent possible that the recipient of the subpoena has 
to comply and look for all copies, all versions of various documents 
or records? In other words, this language is intended to reach as 
broadly, not as narrowly, as possible? 

Mr. Wilson. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. Would it also be counsel’s understanding of the law 
and the practice of the Congress certainly in issuing subpoenas 
duces tecum that when a subpoena duces tecum such as this one 
before us, and I would ask unanimous consent to include this in 
the record 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

Mr. Barr. Are such subpoenas duces tecums and the language 
contained in schedule A, which is standard boilerplate language, 
are they intended to reach all different copies of something that 
might contain the subject matter, the substantive subject matter, 
relate to the substantive subject matter of the subpoena itself? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, the language is intended to reach different cop- 
ies. 

Mr. Barr. And in this case, for example, it’s my understanding, 
and if you would confirm this, please, Mr. Wilson, that this sub- 
poena issued in September 1999 would have covered — was intended 
to cover what we now know to be e-mails that were not furnished 
to the committee because they were among those many thousands 
that were not captured in the ARMS system? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, it was. If I could explain one thing very quick- 
ly, though, there have been times when the White House has come 
in and explained to us that there are certain categories of docu- 
ments that they will not produce, for example, newspaper clippings, 
and sometimes we’ve made agreements. They’re generally reduced 
to writing and it’s known in advance. So that’s a very important 
thing to understand, that sometimes there are things committed to 
paper in advance of the production of documents. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I have no questions. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kanjorski passes. Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford. I took up all of Mr. Waxman’s time. I will be happy 
to yield to him. I don’t have any further questions. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman passes. We’ll now go to Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I’m happy to yield to my time to allow the gentleman 
to finish. 
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Mr. Barr. Thank you. If I could engage counsel a little bit fur- 
ther, given his familiarity with the procedures of this committee 
and his knowledge as counsel generally with regard to subpoenas 
issued by a committee of the Congress to the executive branch, 
would it satisfy the committee — would it satisfy you as counsel for 
the committee that some documents but not all documents were 
searched in order to ensure compliance with this lawful subpoena 
issued by this committee? 

Mr. Wilson. Absolutely not. 

Mr. Barr. And why is that? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, there is the expectation, unless there is some- 
thing communicated to us to the contrary, that all available sources 
of documents are searched, and something I might point out, to 
this day the White House has not communicated to us that they 
have not done that. The e-mail problem that we’re talking about 
today, they have yet to communicate to us that they have not 
searched in the backup tapes for material responsive to the various 
subpoenas issued by the committee. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, just a few moments ago in questioning 
of the witness I showed this very large, and I know that in dealing 
with this administration that one always has to qualify and I know 
these things are all relative, but this very large batch of e-mails, 
and I have just leafed through them since we’ve not had time to 
go through them in detail, and I assume the independent counsel’s 
office will be going through them in some detail, but contained in 
here are e-mail after e-mail after e-mail concerning or from or to 
Monica Lewinsky clearly which would have been covered by var- 
ious subpoenas that had been issued. We also have the subpoena 
duces tecum that I’ve introduced into the record here which is one 
of many issued by the committee in this case regarding another 
very important matter before a duly constituted committee of the 
Congress and that is the pardons granted by the President to Puer- 
to Rican terrorists. 

And in one case, the case of the Lewinsky materials which were 
subject to subpoena by the independent counsel and the Judiciary 
Committee in its impeachment inquiry, we know that there are, at 
least on simply one particular day that these records were searched 
by Mr. Haas, approximately 1,000 documents that were never fur- 
nished to the impeachment committee or apparently to the inde- 
pendent counsel. And as I say, I think that from what I read in 
the newspapers is certainly something that is of concern to the 
independent counsel; that is to say, nothing about all of the other 
days that were not searched and all of the other individuals whose 
names were not queried of the computer. This is just, I believe, one 
or two names, actually Raines and Monica Lewinsky. 

And in the case of the Puerto Rican terrorist question, we don’t 
know at this point how many documents were not searched, and 
therefore, we’re not even at the point where we have somebody say- 
ing somebody else at the White House did look at these and please 
trust us, they said they were all exactly identical. 

So I think there are a lot of very, very important unanswered 
questions here, and as I said yesterday at the hearing, I appreciate 
very much, Mr. Chairman, your going into these matters, and 
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hopefully at some point in the not too distant future we will have 
better answers than we’ve received so far. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you, Mr. Barr. Mr. Shays, do you wish to 
have the rest of your time or do you want to yield it back right 
now? 

Mr. Shays. I’d like more time, so I’ll start now. 

Mr. Burton. Go ahead. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Getting back, Mr. Lindsay, you learned about the letter 2 prob- 
lem — Mail2 problem in June. And you thought this was a serious 
problem or you didn’t think it was a serious problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. When I was first told about the problem, I did not 
know the breadth or scope of the issue. My instruction to my staff 
was to investigate and conduct a review to try and identify the 
breadth and scope of the problem. 

Mr. Shays. You waited to meet with Mr. Ruff until you knew 
that, the depth of the problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. I waited — I conveyed the information to Mr. Ruff 
when I had some information. At the time I talked to Mr. Ruff, I 
did not have a complete picture. And frankly, as we move forward, 
it’s a fairly technically complicated issue, we discovered new little 
bits of information as we move forward. But, generally, the sum 
and substance of the information that was contained in the memo- 
randum of June 18th or 19th fairly accurately states the state of 
knowledge that we had at that time. 

Mr. Shays. And so you were aware that 

Mr. Burton. I’m going to yield the gentleman my time for this 
round — oh, it’s Mr. Barr’s time. You want to yield to Mr. Shays? 

Mr. Barr. I can hardly not do that. I yield my time to the gen- 
tleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. Shays. So you knew there was a potential problem with cer- 
tain e-mails that may not have been captured. You just didn’t know 
how many. 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I want to place that into context. I had poten- 
tial problems with computer systems and with e-mail issues fre- 
quently. We had an antiquated system that we are working very 
diligently to make improvements on, and I took them all seriously. 

Mr. Shays. That you had a serious problem with not being able 
to retrieve e-mails, I’m just asking if you were aware of that. And, 
you know, I’m going to say right out, Mr. Lindsay, I don’t think in 
my mind that these were done intentionally. What I want to know 
is, once the problem was discovered, what was done about it and 
who was notified. So I’m not going to get into whether you had an 
old system or new system, a bad system, a good system, but you 
were aware that some e-mails were not being captured, isn’t that 
correct? I mean, do we have to play games on this? 

Mr. Lindsay. It’s not a game, sir. It’s very, very important to un- 
derstand that it isn’t a simple question of whether or not e-mails 
were being captured one way or the other. The information that 
was reported to me was that information of what people believed 
to be the case at that time. 

Mr. Shays. That what? 

Mr. Lindsay. That e-mails weren’t being captured. 
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Mr. Shays. Good. So we’ve arrived at the point, that e-mails 
weren’t being captured, right? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. What’s the significance of that? 

Mr. Lindsay. The significance of it, from a technical point of 
view, is that there was an operation of the system that probably 
wasn’t working the way that it should. 

Mr. Shays. How about from a legal point of view, given that the 
White House was required to capture e-mails and identify ones 
that fit the request of this committee and Mr. Starr’s work and the 
committee on impeachment, the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. Lindsay. It would be an inappropriate legal conclusion to 
come to on my part or anyone’s part that information — because the 
information was not captured or may not have been captured 

Mr. Shays. I didn’t ask for a conclusion. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. That it wasn’t produced. 

Mr. Shays. I didn’t ask for a conclusion. What I was asking 
was — is whether there was the potential that information wasn’t 
being captured that was important to fulfill a legal requirement. 

Mr. Lindsay. I presume that that potential was there. Poten- 
tially. Hypothetically. 

Mr. Shays. So — and I hope so. Because you’re in charge of the 
Office of Administration, and I think that you were requested to 
provide relevant documents to various parties, through Mr. Ruffs 
office and others, correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. But there are other ways of 
providing the information. Keep in mind that this information very 
well could be — they’re duplicates that are kept in three locations. 

Mr. Shays. I do hear you. But a little radar, something went off 
and said we may have a problem here. And it’s — we may have not 
identified all our e-mails, we may not have identified all our e- 
mails, we may or may not, correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not come to that conclusion. My issue was to 
convey to the counsel’s office the fact that this glitch had occurred 
and that it had the potential, hypothetically, for causing an inter- 
ference in terms of people’s understanding of what they could get 
from the ARMS system. That does not mean and I did not make 
a representation about any other source. 

Mr. Shays. You answered the question. There are people that 
needed things from the ARMS system, and you are now aware that 
you’ve got a problem, and you thought it was enough of a problem 
to talk to Mr. Ruff. Why did you think you needed to speak to Mr. 
Ruff? 

The good thing is you remember meeting with Mr. Ruff. You 
think you met with him in the office. You just don’t know who was 
at the meeting. 

But now I want to ask you what you told him. I first want to 
know why you went to see, and I want to know what you told him. 

Mr. Lindsay. I was directed by my boss’s boss to talk to Mr. 
Ruff. That’s why I talked to Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Shays. And your boss’s boss? Who’s your boss? 

Mr. Lindsay. Ada Poze. 

Mr. Shays. And your boss’s boss? 

Mr. Lindsay. Virginia Apuzzo. 
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Mr. Shays. Now why did they want you to tell Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Lindsay. Because it was a technical issue and they wanted 
the information to be conveyed quickly and to take the time to ex- 
plain all the details of it through them. 

Mr. Shays. And Mr. Ruffs in charge of how to operate the com- 
puters, he’s the technical guy on how to operate the computers, 
that’s why you did? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Shays. You had a technical problem. You needed his help to 
fix it. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Obviously not. So why did you tell him? 

Mr. Lindsay. I was directed by the Assistant to the President for 
Management and Administration to do so. 

Mr. Shays. You don’t know why he directed you to. 

Mr. Lindsay. It’s a her, and I believe it was because this issue 
affected the ARMS system and there was a potential — because of 
the potential of the impact that it could have on searches. 

Mr. Shays. So we are — it’s taken me about 5 minutes to have 
you acknowledge that there was a problem with the potential to do 
searches. Correct? That’s what you said now. Finally, we got to 
point that you could have just said right off, but we’re playing this 
little game to get to a point. 

I have a red light. I’ll just wait. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired, and I appreciate 
the patience of the gentleman from Connecticut. 

Mr. Hutchinson. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to extend greetings to Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills. It’s been 
some time since I’ve had an opportunity to visit with you. And I 
listened to your testimony, Mr. Ruff, and I haven’t been here all 
today, and I haven’t looked at all the materials, but I have not seen 
anything that would indicate any evidence of intentional conduct 
on your part or Ms. Mills’ part that would indicate a desire to cover 
up or failure to comply with subpoenas. 

And I just wanted to lay that out. I’m not making those allega- 
tions. You’re an officer of the court, and I think that any time we 
look at your obligation to comply with subpoenas we ought to be 
careful before we jump to conclusions on it. 

But I am concerned from a number of standpoints. I think there’s 
some legitimate points of inquiry. Again, as officers of the court, 
subpoenas and the production of documents is a very important 
part of our legal system; and, without any question, certain servers 
were not reviewed for compliance with the subpoenas; and so, even 
to this day, we do not know whether all the relevant documents 
have been produced. Is that a true statement, Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Ruff. I don’t have firsthand knowledge, obviously, Congress- 
man, but that’s my understanding from reading the record. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Correct. And you’re not there day to day now. 

Mr. Ruff. No, I view that as a blessing. 

Mr. Hutchinson. Which is, I’m sure, to your relief. But we don’t 
have them today. I think that determining the reasons for it and 
what we need to do to correct it is very relevant to our judicial 
process today and there’s certainly some ongoing investigation. 
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Second, I think it is very relevant to determine what the causes 
were for it and whether there was due diligence in complying with 
it. And I hear — again, it certainly didn’t indicate anything that 
would indicate intentional conduct, but I did sense a little bit that 
would give me some concern about a matter of diligence and per- 
haps a more of a cavalier attitude toward getting the information. 
I know there was a lot going on in life at that particular point, but 
that is a concern. You know there were investigations going on that 
wanted this information. It was not being retrieved. And this ex- 
hibit 1, which is the memo from Virginia Apuzzo which you re- 
ceived, is that correct? 

Mr. Ruff. That’s correct, Congressman. 

Mr. Hutchinson. That in reading it would certainly point up to 
me a problem. 

Mr. Ruff. Indeed. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And then you assigned it to different people 
who ultimately wound up with a technical person to do some test- 
ing, and we don’t know who that is. 

Mr. Ruff. I do not know who conducted the test, no, Congress- 
man. 

Mr. Hutchinson. And at any point did you believe that this is 
information that should be provided to the requesting authority 
such as the Congress, the independent counsel or the Department 
of Justice? 

Mr. Ruff. My state of mind is, in essence, as I’ve previously de- 
scribed it, was that I recognized that there might indeed be a prob- 
lem, as has been expressed; that it was important to find out 
whether this problem indeed had affected anything we had done or 
not done previously; that when the report came back to me on the 
test that had been run, I concluded — I understood that that sug- 
gested that there was no such adverse effect on what we had done 
previously. 

Obviously, my understanding was incorrect in the sense that I 
now recognize that there is a body of material out there about 
which I do not have any details that had not, in fact, been searched 
or had not, in fact, been retrieved. But my view at the time was 
very clear in my memory that indeed when the report came back 
to me on the materials that had been searched and the duplicative 
nature of what had been produced I believed that the problem had 
not affected us. And that may well have an erroneous conclusion, 
but it was my conclusion. 

Mr. Hutchinson. How would you have failed if in your defense 
of the President you had requested certain documents from the 
Congress or from other body and then you had come to find out 
that they were never produced? 

Mr. Ruff. Obviously, I would not have been happy about that. 

And I think the point you make is an absolutely solid and impor- 
tant one. This committee has every obligation to inquire into the 
circumstances surrounding those events in order to determine, 
first, whether indeed there was any impropriety — and I am firmly 
of the belief that there was none; second, to determine whether 
there’s a systemic problem that needs to be corrected; and, third, 
whether the White House is responding appropriately to the com- 
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mittee’s concerns. I view all of those as entirely legitimate inquir- 
ies, and we’re doing our best to try to respond to them. 

And presumably I would have reacted the same way if I asked 
any adversary or any third party for a set of documents. I would 
want to know why they weren’t produced. That’s an entirely appro- 
priate inquiry for you to make. 

Mr. Hutchinson. With your very succinct statement as to the le- 
gitimate purpose of this inquiry I’m going to yield back the time. 
I know you have all been here a long time. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. We have a vote on the floor. We’ll stand in recess 
at the fall of the gavel. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. I want to apologize to our witnesses for the inter- 
ruption, but that’s the way the legislative process works. So we’ll 
now yield to — who’s next on there? Mr. Shays? It’s my time. OK. 
I will yield to Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Mr. Lindsay, I have five slots, and I’m not trying to trick you, 
and I know you’re trying to be precise, but it really took us a long 
time to get to this point. That you met with Mr. Ruff to tell him 
about the problems, a technical problem that prevented you to cap- 
ture certain e-mails. And you knew this was a potential problem 
for Mr. Ruff because he needed — there were issues — there were cer- 
tain e-mails you needed to capture and there were potentials there. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. So when you went to Mr. Ruff you believe you met 
with him in his office, but you don’t know if anyone else was there. 
And that’s correct. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s what I testified to this time. That’s what I 
testified to on the 23rd also. 

Mr. Shays. And that’s correct. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And you’re telling us that your boss’s boss told you 
to disclose this information to Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Shays. And you were saying it was a technical problem, but 
you didn’t go to Mr. Ruff because he had any technical expertise 
with resolving the problem. He needed to know what? 

Mr. Lindsay. Excuse me, sir? 

Mr. Shays. He needed to know what? You weren’t there to have 
him fix the computers. It was a technical problem in the computers 
that prevented certain e-mails from being captured and so you 
didn’t go to him to help you with the technical problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Shays. You went to disclose information. What was the in- 
formation you went to disclose? 

Mr. Lindsay. The impact of the technical problem on something 
that Mr. Ruff had an interest in. 

Mr. Shays. OK. And what are those things that he had an inter- 
est in? 

Mr. Lindsay. ARMS searches. 

Mr. Shays. OK. And, Mr. Ruff, if you would tell me, what was 
the impact of this? I mean, in other words, you’re being told that 
certain information isn’t being captured, that you had thought you 
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had — we had captured all the e-mails, all the correspondence, all 
the relevant information is being forwarded on to the relevant par- 
ties, and your word is golden in this committee and in Congress. 
So did you not begin to wonder if you had to come back? Let me 
say this. What was your reaction? 

Mr. Ruff. I think my reaction is as I’ve described it, Congress- 
man, which is that my first concern was to determine whether 
whatever problem it was that existed — and you’re quite correct in 
not attributing to me any technological knowledge or understand- 
ing — whatever problem existed, did it or did it not have an impact 
on searches we had already conducted. 

The most immediate point of concern, because it was the nearest 
in time and in June 1998 the most sort of prominent, I think, in 
all our minds in the counsel’s office, was whether it had affected 
our search for Lewinsky-related material. Thereafter — and as I’ve 
indicated I can’t trace for you the process that got from my concern 
to the framing of a search request that went back to the Office of 
Administration. But it was my belief that such a search was being 
conducted to determine whether indeed we had made the proper 
search and the proper production or whether there was a problem 
we needed to address. 

Mr. Shays. Did you give out certain fairly strong requests for — 
to ascertain the extent of the problem? I mean, did you — did you 
recognize that this could be a challenge that needed to be dealt 
with quickly? 

Mr. Ruff. Indeed. And that was the purpose for conducting the 
search that was being conducted, to determine whether — imme- 
diately and as rapidly as possible to determine whether or not 
something had happened that would require us to take corrective 
action. 

Mr. Shays. Did you impress upon Mr. Lindsay that this was an 
important issue? 

Mr. Ruff. I don’t think there was any need to impress on Mr. 
Lindsay that. I think both of us understood that the very fact that 
a memo had gone from Ms. Apuzzo to the deputy chief of staff and 
that Mr. Lindsay was meeting with me on it meant it was an im- 
portant problem. 

Mr. Shays. So you agree, Mr. Lindsay, it was an important prob- 
lem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Shays. OK. And the problem was from your side you had a 
technical problem which meant certain e-mails weren’t being cap- 
tured. The problem from Mr. Ruffs side was he had information he 
needed to get to various parties. You made reference to one, Judici- 
ary Committee, I’m assuming, or Mr. Starr. 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Starr. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Starr as it related to a particular individual. So 
this would be, I would think, a memorable meeting, true. 

Mr. Ruff. The fact of the meeting is memorable, but witness my 
already stated failure of recollection with regard to the specifics of 
the conversation. I fear not memorable in terms of exactly what it 
is that Mr. Lindsay told me and what I said to him. 

Mr. Shays. I would love more time or who is next. 

Mr. Burton. Or who was there. 
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Mr. Ruff. Let me just address that momentarily. Because I said 
in my interview with the committee that I thought Ms. Mills was 
there but couldn’t vouch for it. It’s been suggested that because my 
time planner, my calendar, had Ms. Mills’ name on it that she 
must have been there. Let me just make it clear, if it’s not already, 
that that is a preplanning calendar and not a reflection of what ac- 
tually happened. So that as I think back on it and looking at that 
calendar, candidly, and I initially assumed that she was there, 
however, I take it absolute face value her recollection that she was 
not, and my assumption at the moment as we go forward is that 
it was Mr. Lindsay and I. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

To Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills and Mr. Lindsay, thank you for being 
with us today. I can only echo the comments that have been made 
on this side, particularly by my colleague, Mr. Ford, with regard 
to your service to this great country. 

I might take just a note — make a note, Ms. Mills, that as a fa- 
ther of a 17-year-old young lady, first-year student at Howard uni- 
versity, my daughter was very moved by your presentation when 
you represented the President of the United States; and it left a 
mark on the DNA of every cell of her body to be the very best that 
she could be. I want to thank you for all that you are. 

And I also want to thank you for your opening statement, which 
is probably, if you heard us on this side you would hear almost 
your same words, not as eloquent, but your same words. Because 
I’ve sat now on this committee for 4 years and so many of the prob- 
lems that trouble our young people, so many of the problems that 
trouble this Nation are never addressed here. Never addressed. We 
don’t spend 1 second addressing them while we spend all this time 
and money addressing things like we’re addressing today. But be 
that as it may, I thank you. 

Mr. Lindsay, let me just ask you a few questions. Even after 3 
days of hearings it seems there’s still some confusion about the na- 
ture of the e-mail problem we’re discussing. I would like for you to 
help me clarify this. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Did the problem with the Mail2 server affect all 
e-mails in the White House? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it did not, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. As I understand the problem, it resulted in in- 
coming e-mails to certain White House employees not being prop- 
erly archived. This does not mean that those e-mails were not pro- 
duced, however. There are other ways those affected e-mails may 
have been made into ARMS, made into ARMS. For example, any- 
time a person responded to an e-mail with history, that entire re- 
sponse containing the original incoming message would have been 
automatically sent into ARMS, is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Furthermore, if an incoming e-mail was sent or 
cc’d to any nonaffected user in the EOP or if it was forwarded by 
the recipient, then it would also be in ARMS, is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, sir. 
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Mr. Cummings. We’ve established that the problem was limited 
to incoming e-mails to certain White House users, and some of 
those same e-mails could have been archived into ARMS anyway. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. In addition, many e-mails that did not get prop- 
erly archived may still have been produced, and that’s a very im- 
portant point. We’ve been told by Mr. Ruff and Ms. Nolan that any 
time the White House receives a subpoena or document request a 
search is conducted of ARMS. In addition, however, all relevant in- 
dividuals are asked to search their own computer records, so any 
e-mails that were saved would have been produced regardless of 
whether or not they were archived in ARMS, isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, there’s been a lot of loose talk about the 
hundreds of thousands of missing e-mails. Representative Barr 
made statements to that effect today in this very hearing. Do any 
of you have any idea how many e-mails may have been missing 
from ARMS? 

Mr. Lindsay. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Ms. Mills. 

Ms. Mills. I do not. 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Ruff. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any way of knowing how many e-mails 
were not produced? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not to my knowledge, sir. You would have to com- 
plete the reconstruction process to actually get an assessment as to 
what that number is. 

Mr. Cummings. Do any of you have any knowledge about the 
content of those missing e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I do not, sir. 

Ms. Mills. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Ruff. I do not, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Cummings. Is there any way of knowing the content of the 
missing e-mails? 

Mr. Lindsay. Short of reconstruction or actual examination of 
those e-mails after reconstruction, no, there is not. 

Mr. Cummings. So any speculation about the number or the con- 
tent of the missing e-mails is just that, speculation; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, Mr. Lindsay, I would like to — like you to 
help me out with the document that has been cited several times 
during our hearings. It is exhibit 62. It is a document dated — are 
you familiar? It is a document dated June 18, 1998 and is appar- 
ently the results of a survey conducted by Northrop Grumman con- 
tractor Bob Haas who looked at the White House e-mail network 
to determine how many e-mails were archived in ARMS. Are you 
familiar with this document? 

Mr. Lindsay. Generally familiar, sir. 

Mr. Ford. What exhibit number is that? 

Mr. Cummings. That’s exhibit No. 62. 

Now Mr. Haas apparently came up with 246,000 e-mails that 
had not been archived in ARMS. Some people have suggested that 
this means that those 246,000 e-mails were missing or they were 
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not produced. That’s just plain wrong. Mr. Haas was looking at e- 
mails that were still on the White House’s computer network. 
Those e-mails may not have been in ARMS, but they have been 
saved by the recipient. This means that every 1 of those 246,000 
e-mails should have been searched and, if responsive, produced 
when people were told to search their own files in response to the 
document request. Is that correct, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is exactly my understanding, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. I see we’ve run out of time. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Burton. Thank you Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Shays, I think you’re next. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Let’s talk about that document No. 62 a little bit more. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shays. This was a document provided by Northrop Grum- 
man. And I want to know if you were given this document. It’s pre- 
pared, I believe, by Bob Haas of Northrop Grumman. 

Mr. Lindsay. It is before me now, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Pardon me? 

Mr. Lindsay. It is before me right now. 

Mr. Shays. Had you ever seen the document before? 

Mr. Lindsay. Before these proceedings, no, sir. Before I testified 
on the 23rd, no, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Do you know who this document was given to? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I do not, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Did you know that that document existed? 

Mr. Lindsay. Prior to my testifying before this group, no, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Kind of takes my breath away. 

In this document, Northrop Grumman was your contractor. 

Mr. Lindsay. Had a contract with the Office of Administration 
to provide common computer support and therefore provided sup- 
port for our facilities contract. 

Mr. Shays. What were you? 

Mr. Lindsay. At that time, I was the general counsel. They work 
for the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Shays. So they prepared this document for you don’t know 
who. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I do not, sir. 

Mr. Shays. But you were supposed to assess the problem. 

Now this document was prepared on I believe it is June 18th. 
And this document which you have lists various names, from Phil- 
lip Caplan to Bruce Lindsey to Betty Currie — these are e-mails we 
didn’t capture — Erskine Bowles, John Podesta — who was then the 
deputy chief — Ira Magaziner — and Ira Magaziner was almost 
4,000 — well, 3,600 more precisely. Charles Ruff even had five in 
here. 

But this is just a snapshot of 1 day. Now, admittedly, it’s a snap- 
shot of 1 day. We don’t know how far back it would capture. It’s 
246,000 potential e-mails. And then it doesn’t capture all the e- 
mails that were lost from June until November until the system 
was fixed. 

So it kind of blows my mind that you who work in the office have 
never seen this document before and these are the people that 
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work for you. So it was really kept under wraps by somebody. And 
that’s why I begin to suspect — I’m sorry. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t believe anything was kept under wraps. 
There are many, many documents — I mean, right now, as assistant 
for the President of Management and Administration there are 
over 2,400 people who report to me in one way or the other. All 
those people may have documents. 

Mr. Shays. This is relevant information. You’re supposed to re- 
port the problem, and this is the problem, and you’re not able to 
report the problem. How convenient. 

Mr. Lindsay. I can 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Ruff can say he never saw it. Mr. Ruff, did you 
ever see this document? 

Mr. Ruff. No, I did not. 

Mr. Shays. OK. I’m assuming, Ms. Mills, you never saw it either. 

Ms. Mills. No, I do not. 

Mr. Lindsay. I cannot speak, sir, as to why they did not present 
that document to them. 

Mr. Shays. These are reasons why we need to find out. Because 
you’re willing to make an assumption that there was no cover-up, 
and I’m willing to make an assumption there was. And so we both 
are making assumptions. And then we’re going to try to find the 
truth. But my assumption is no different than your assumption. 
The problem is, this is relevant information that you didn’t get, you 
should have gotten, and you, Mr. Ruff, should have known it be- 
cause it says there are 246,000. 

Mr. Lindsay. It’s not an assumption on my part, sir, that there’s 
no cover-up. I know that I didn’t cover anything up. I’m testifying 
about what I know. 

Mr. Shays. That’s an assumption that you didn’t. But you said 
more than that, you said nobody tried to cover-up. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t believe anyone did. 

Mr. Shays. That’s your belief. You don’t know it. The only thing 
you can speak on is about what you say. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. You can tell me you think, and I can be critical of 
your thinking that way, just as you can be critical of mine being 
suspicious of the fact that we didn’t learn about this problem until 
the press told us, just like we didn’t know about the videotapes 
until the press told us. Then you gave us the videotapes, and now 
we have this document. 

So, Ms. Mills, I’m sorry we’re having this hearing, but we’re 
learning things that are important. Somehow there was the big dis- 
connect, and this big disconnect meant that relevant information 
may not have been presented to the proper authorities. 

And I voted against impeachment, as I told you earlier. Wouldn’t 
it be interesting to know if there was things in here that would 
have affected my vote differently. But we didn’t have the informa- 
tion. Because I still buy your argument impeachable offenses 
weren’t proven and the proven offenses weren’t impeachable, but 
they may not have been proven because information was withheld. 

I want to be clear now, given that you didn’t have relevant infor- 
mation, what you were really able to tell Mr. Ruff. This is relevant 
information that you didn’t tell him because you didn’t know about 
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it. So you didn’t try to cover up. But what did you tell him then 
without this relevant information? 

Mr. Lindsay. As I testified earlier and as I testified on March 
23rd, the information that I provided Mr. Ruff is roughly the infor- 
mation that was provided in the June 18th memorandum from Ms. 
Apuzzo. That is the sum and substance of what I understand we 
conveyed. 

Mr. Shays. Who do you think can help us find out who had this 
in the White House? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Well, try to stretch your mind a bit. Who would most 
likely have it? Wouldn’t it have been most likely that you should 
have it or who most likely should have had it? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know if I should have had it at all, sir. My 
understanding to this day right now is that that document is mis- 
leading in that it gives one the impression that it describes the en- 
tire population of e-mails that were or were not captured. 

Mr. Shays. No. No, you’re wrong about that. See, it is the total 
amount potentially minus the e-mails found in individual PCs, 
minus the e-mails found attached to sent e-mails with history, 
minus the e-mails found in printed filings, minus the e-mails re- 
trieved from back-up tapes. Then that leaves a certain number that 
we haven’t found. We don’t know what that number is. And then 
of that number there may be some not relevant. But, in there, 
there may be subpoenaed information not produced. And you and 
I have this one big challenge. I don’t fault you or anyone else that 
the breakdown happened. I fault you for not telling the relevant in- 
formation. 

Which gets me to you, Mr. Ruff. If you take responsibility what 
does that mean, you take responsibility? 

Mr. Ruff. It means that, ultimately, it was my judgment or mis- 
judgment and my misunderstanding of the circumstances that led 
me to conclude — and for that I blame no one other than my own 
failure of understanding, that led me to conclude that indeed the 
problem did not have an adverse affect on our prior productions. 
In that sense, I take responsibility for not pursuing further the in- 
quiry that I thought had been adequately pursued by the search 
that had been conducted. 

Mr. Shays. You were aware, though, that the problem wasn’t yet 
fixed either, correct? 

Mr. Ruff. No. That’s part of my understanding at the end of the 
search that had been conducted, was that indeed whatever glitch 
there was, whatever the technological problem was, did not affect 
our prior production and collection of information. And in that 
sense, candidly, I put it aside and went on to other pressing mat- 
ters. 

Mr. Shays. And did you at any time learn that this problem — 
and they referred to it — what did they refer to this project as, 
Mail2 problem, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. Who referred to what? 

Mr. Shays. Didn’t they call it project X? 

Mr. Lindsay. I never called it project X. 

Mr. Shays. Did you ever hear it referred to as project X? 
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Mr. Lindsay. I heard about it here when I heard the testimony 
of some of the Northrop Grumman employees. 

Mr. Shays. Right. OK. So your testimony before the committee, 
Mr. Ruff, is that you take full responsibility and based on what you 
knew you didn’t think there was any reason to tell the committee. 
What do you think now? 

Mr. Ruff. Obviously, that if I had understood at the time what 
the scope of the problem was, that indeed the test that had been 
conducted did not give sufficient assurance that the problem had 
not affected earlier searches, I would have done something about 
it. 

Mr. Shays. If you were on this committee and you had found this 
information, wouldn’t you be pretty unhappy and concerned about 
what the White House had done? 

Mr. Ruff. Well, I have no doubt about the capacity of the com- 
mittee to be concerned about what the White House has done, Con- 
gressman. I don’t mean to be flip, but I do think, as I said to Con- 
gressman Hutchinson, that there are legitimate areas of inquiry, 
and one of those legitimate areas is to determine through appro- 
priate means whether anything untoward occurred. I may disagree 
with you and others about what the scope of that inquiry ought to 
be and how it ought to be conducted, but I don’t question the core 
issue of whether it ought to be of concern to you. 

Mr. Shays. But, see, what I want to know is, who had this docu- 
ment and why wasn’t Mr. Lindsay and others told? And why 
weren’t you told? 

Mr. Ruff. On that score I can’t help you, Congressman. 

Mr. Shays. So it just makes me suspicious. 

I yield back. 

Mr. Barr [presiding]. Does the gentleman yield back? 

OK. Who seeks recognition? Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. For a 10-minute round. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Waxman is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. As we near the end of our 4th day of hearings, I 
want to summarize some of the most important facts that we’ve 
learned. 

We have learned that no one in the White House had any role 
in developing the message retrieval system; that no one in the 
White House asked that any e-mail messages be excluded from the 
system; and that before June 1998, no senior officials in the White 
House even knew that some e-mail messages were being excluded 
from the retrieval system. 

We have learned that the Northrop Grumman employees in- 
volved in this issue have conflicting recollections of whether any 
threats were made to them. One employee, Robert Hass, believed 
they had been threatened with jail by Laura Callahan, a White 
House employee. Mr. Haas told us that in a meeting with Mrs. Cal- 
lahan and his four coworkers, he flippantly asked what would hap- 
pen if he discussed the computer glitch with others, particularly his 
wife. He remembers Mrs. Callahan warning him that, “there would 
be a jail cell with his name on it.” 

Sandra Golas initially testified that, while she remembered the 
word “jail” being used in the meeting, she couldn’t remember who 
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said it. But she later said she did feel threatened and thought jail 
was a real possibility. 

Yiman Salim and John Spriggs, both of whom were in that meet- 
ing and both of whom seemed credible, have no memory of jail ever 
being discussed. Miss Salim testified that she never felt threat- 
ened, and both said they believed Mrs. Callahan acted reasonably 
given the circumstances. 

Betty Lambuth did agree with Mr. Haas’ recollection and added 
that at a second meeting she had with Mr. Lindsay and Paulette 
Cichon another threat by Mr. Lindsay was made. 

But we know now that Ms. Cichon had signed a statement say- 
ing that the threat never happened. In fact, Ms. Cichon’s statement 
says, “at no time during this meeting did I perceive Mark threaten- 
ing Betty or myself. At no time was a threat of jail mentioned or 
any other threat. If any threat were made, I would certainly have 
remembered it and would have taken the appropriate action in re- 
sponse.” 

I want to point out that Miss Cichon was a political appointee 
and has spent almost all of her career in the private sector and no 
longer works at the White House. 

We also learned that none of the Northrop Grumman employees 
and no one in the White House had any knowledge of the content 
of the missing e-mails. They all testified that they didn’t have any 
knowledge of it. 

One witness said she thought she knew what was in it because 
she heard from Mr. Hass, but Mr. Haas said he didn’t inform her 
what was in it because he didn’t know what was in it. So the evi- 
dence is that none of them really knew what was in these e-mails. 

Yesterday, we learned from Mr. Heissner and Mr. Lyle that they 
knew of no efforts to conceal this information from Congress or the 
independent counsel; and we learned that, despite yesterday’s press 
reports, there was no inappropriate action regarding Sidney 
Blumenthal’s e-mail account. 

Now let’s put it all in context. 

At this point, we’ve heard from Mr. Heissner, who is a career 
civil servant and has served in the administrations of Presidents 
Ford, Carter, Reagan, Bush and Clinton — by the way, Mr. Ruff, 
have you ever met Mr. Heissner? 

Mr. Ruff. Not to my knowledge, Congressman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lyle, the director of the Office of Administra- 
tion, became involved in this issue in April 1999, almost 10 months 
after the White House counsel’s office focused on the issue. 

Betty Callahan and — excuse me, I have been calling her Betty 
Callahan, but I understand it’s Laura Callahan. It’s a mistake. It’s 
not a criminal action. It’s a mistake. Laura Callahan, who was ac- 
cused of making the initial threat, is a registered Republican and 
a career civil servant. So she’s the one that supposedly made the 
threat. 

Paulette Cichon, as I noted before, also was not a political ap- 
pointee and has spent most of her working life in the private sec- 
tor. 

And today we have Mr. Lindsay, Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills, all of 
whom have impressive backgrounds in records of public service. 
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So if there is a scandal and a deliberate attempt to conceal infor- 
mation, obstruct justice and thwart investigations, these are all the 
people that would be involved. They would be the participants in 
this cover-up. Not only have they all credibly denied being involved 
in any wrongdoing, none of them have any knowledge of others 
making an attempt to conceal the e-mails. 

Now, Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills, when this problem arose did you 
have any knowledge of the content of the incoming missing e- 
mails? 

Ms. Mills. I did not. 

Mr. Ruff. No, Mr. Congressman. 

Mr. Waxman. So if the theory of wrongdoing is correct, you 
would have had to participate in a cover-up without even knowing 
what you were trying to cover up. And Mr. Ruff and Ms. Mills 
would have had to be doing this with the help of Mr. Heissner and 
others, who at least Mr. Ruff said he’s never met. 

Ms. Mills, have you ever met Mr. Heissner? 

Ms. Mills. I have met Mr. Heissner. 

Mr. Waxman. You have met Mr. Heissner. OK. So I can’t say this 
cover-up involved a man you never met. Mr. Ruff never met him. 
You met him. Did you participate in a cover-up with him? 

Ms. Mills. No. 

Mr. Waxman. And now to cover up the cover-up, all the wit- 
nesses who have testified in the 4 days of hearings would have 
been lying to us and all of them would have been lying to us under 
oath, if you want to believe all the suspicions that some of my col- 
leagues say they have. 

I think a more plausible explanation is that Mr. Ruff and others 
in the White House counsel’s office simply did a bad job in respond- 
ing to the system defect that resulted in missing e-mails. It’s em- 
barrassing to have to face that fact. But mistakes do happen. 

The one area that I agree with Mr. Barr is that responding to 
subpoenas is a serious obligation. Every effort should be made to 
produce documents. In this case, for whatever the reason, I don’t 
think enough attention was given to understanding the problem 
and making sure subpoenas were fully complied with. 

I understand that the people in the counsel’s office thought you 
had complied with the subpoenas. You acted in good faith, believ- 
ing that the missing e-mails were in fact turned over; and it may 
still turn out to be true that that’s the case. But because of that 
belief, I don’t think that enough was done to quite find out whether 
everything was being fully complied with. I regret it. I’m sure that 
Mr. Ruff, Ms. Mills and others who worked in the counsel’s office 
regret that as well. But if that is the explanation, and I think it’s 
a logical explanation, this is an unfortunate mistake. It is not 
criminal conduct, and it doesn’t amount to a scandal. 

And I must say, when we get all these e-mails, I will be aston- 
ished if we’re going to learn something we didn’t know about 
Monica Lewinsky. I would just be astonished that maybe any of us 
who voted against the impeachment would think that we should 
have voted for impeachment because of something on a missing e- 
mail, especially when you realize that the e-mails that are missing 
are missing because they were sent from the outside into the Office 
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of the President and all the expanded offices that are involved in 
the office of the executive branch. 

I would hope that and expect that we’re going to see what is in 
there. But like so many other examples we have in this committee, 
before we get documents, all these suggestions are made, allega- 
tions are asserted, accusations are laid on the table that there’s a 
scandal. And then when we get the documents it turns out that the 
documents and information never substantiated the allegations, 
then we quickly go onto another allegation. 

Mr. Kanjorski, I understand you wanted me to yield to you. I do 
have less than a minute, but I will yield to you. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I just want to point out that it’s unfortunate, 
highlights the culture of the committee and the circumstances of 
the last 7 years. 

I heard my colleague from Connecticut examining the three wit- 
nesses, and he readily recognized he makes an assumption that 
there’s a cover-up. The problem is, that’s a shift of the burden of 
proof. It means if there is no cover-up you have to prove a negative. 
That’s extremely difficult, if not impossible, as we know, in the law. 
But that’s the new burden that this committee would place on the 
executive branch of government. 

I think I would like to associate myself in entirety with Mr. Wax- 
man’s summarization. I think it’s very clear. There was a mistake 
made. It is as much technical as perhaps failure to follow through 
appropriately. But perhaps that’s because the people that should 
have followed through appropriately didn’t understand the tech- 
nical complications involved. Clearly, this is not a scandal. This is 
a mistake. It’s not criminality. It’s an overburdened White House 
with investigations that have gone on and on and on and continue 
to go on. 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. This is the 4th day of the hearing and who knows 
how many more we’ll have. I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Barr. The gentlelady is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ruff, I would like to discuss some of the assurances that you 
and your successors have given to this committee about the com- 
pleteness of document production. It’s a serious matter. And we 
have heard it in opening statements by one of the witnesses how 
really trivial are the matters that this committee engage in. And 
I would think any officer of the court, any lawyer who found that 
vast numbers of items that were sought after under subpoena had 
been either mistakenly or purposefully withheld, most attorneys 
would be pretty upset. 

So, Mr. Ruff, would you please turn to exhibit No. 140. This is 
a letter — this is your letter to this committee on campaign fund- 
raising. 

[Exhibit 140 follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH I NGTON 


June 27, 1997 


BY HAND 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As we discussed yesterday, this letter serves to certify that, to the best of my knowledge, 
the White House has produced all documents responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas, with the 
exception of those documents that appear on the privilege logs that we have provided to the 
Committee. 

We have made every effort to collect and produce, on the schedule reflected in my letter 
of May 20, 1997, all documents that are responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas. Further, 
however, in order to ensure to the maximum extent possible that no responsive documents have 
been overlooked, I have directed my staff to continue their efforts to see to it that all areas that 
may contain such documents have been searched and that all responsive documents have been 
produced. As a result of that continuing process, we have located some additional documents, 
which we are producing today under separate cover, and we will, of course, produce promptly 
any others that are found. 

I appreciate your and the Committee’s courtesy as we have worked through this process. 

Sincerely, 

Charles F.C. Ruff 
Counsel to the President 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


September 11,1 997 


BY HAND 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As promised, I want to respond in detail to your September 2, 1997 letter 
regarding our recent production of documents to the Committee. I appreciate your inquiry and 
want to address your questions fully and explain the efforts this Office has undertaken to respond 
to the Committee’s requests for information. 

Since receiving the Committee’s initial subpoenas, we have attempted in good 
faith to search all records that may contain responsive documents. To this end, 1 sent out a 
directive to all relevant White House personnel to search their records thoroughly for responsive 
materials. My June 27, 1997, certification was the culmination of our efforts to provide all 
materials responsive to the Committee’s first seven subpoenas within a three-week period. As of 
that date, we had produced all responsive materials that we had been able to locate. 

Although the production completed in June represented the result of an intensive, 
good-faith search for all materials responsive to the Committee’s subpoenas, as I informed you at 
the time, I wanted to be doubly sure that all responsive documents had been located and directed 
my staff to take certain additional steps to that end. As a result, my staff has revisited various 
offices, including the Office of Records Management, to search for responsive documents, and 
we have instructed White House staff promptly to inform this Office if they discover any 
responsive documents that had been overlooked. I also directed my staff to inform me 
immediately of any such occurrences and to produce any newly located documents as soon as 
possible. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 11, 1997 
Page 2 


The August Production 

The following is a description of the circumstances surrounding the production of 
the materials about which you inquired: 

1. Documents Relating to Fundraising Events 

Hie bulk of our supplemental production during August consisted of briefing 
memos concerning fundraising events, as well as annotated schedules from the Presidential 
Diarist. Briefing memos are typically prepared for official and political events that are attended 
by the principals. By June, we had produced all responsive briefing memos provided in response 
to our directive, but to ensure that our production was complete, my staff reviewed again the 
briefing books for dates on which we knew that fundraising events had occurred but for which no 
briefing memos had been collected. When briefing memos were located, they were promptly 
produced. 


As to the annotated schedules, by June 27 we had provided the Committee with 
all of the responsive schedules we had received from the Diarist in response to my directive. As 
part of our ongoing compliance effort, my staff conducted an additional review of the schedules 
to determine whether any others contained responsive annotations. All schedules located 
through this process were likewise promptly produced. 

2. Electronic Messages 

The search for e-mail messages has been the most difficult element of the 
production process. This Office’s directives instructed White House personnel to search their 
files and computers for any responsive e-mail messages, and as we gathered these materials, we 
produced them to the Committee. As we explained to your staff this spring, however, messages 
not saved on an individual’s computer or messages created during the earlier years of the 
Administration are stored in a central archive, and a computer search of that archive is extremely 
time-consuming and costly. For example, it can take two to three days to perform a search of a 
month of archived e-mail messages of the White House Office alone, not including the other 
agencies of the Executive Office of the President. After a search is complete, even more time is 
required to print the e-mails and then manually search them for responsiveness. 

Accordingly, faced with similar document requests from several investigating 
entities, we have attempted to coordinate our e-mail searches so that they could be performed 
only once, encompassing as many document requests as possible. We directed the White House 
Information Systems and Technology Division to combine several different requests and search 
the archived e-mails using general terms. We have been receiving hard copies of the e-mails that 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 11, 1997 
Page 3 

were located as a result of this search and will continue to review and produce any additional 
responsive materials on an ongoing basis. 

3. Phone 1 ogs 

As you note in your letter, we have produced responsive phone message slips of 
the First Lady’s Office, including Margaret Williams and other personnel. These and other 
phone messages were located in the Office of Records Management, which contains 
approximately 1 40 boxes of phone logs of various White House personnel. Like the archived e- 
mails, a search of these materials is labor intensive and time-consuming. For example, it takes 
an individual approximately four to six hours to review a single box of phone logs. 

When my staff met with Committee staff last May, they described these archived 
phone logs and indicated that they would, realistically, be unable to complete this search before 
the June 13 production deadline. Your staff indicated that they appreciated this situation. Since 
then, my staff has searched the phone logs of individuals identified as likely to contain 
responsive materials. I have attached a list of the boxes held in Office of Records Management 
that contain phone logs. A check mark beside an individual’s box indicates that this box has 
been searched. If your staff believes that there remains on that list an individual whose phone 
logs should be searched, please have them contact us, and we will, of course, conduct that search. 

4. Documents Relating To The Vice President 

The “call sheets” relating to the Vice President to which you refer are DNC 
documents that only recently have come into the possession of the White House and, we 
understand, have not otherwise been provided to the Committee. We produced them promptly 
upon receiving them and will continue the practice of producing similar documents received 
from third parties as part of our ongoing commitment to cooperate with the Committee’s inquiry. 

5. Documents Relating To Mack McLartv And Yah Lin Trie 

Your letter next refers to our production of materials related to Mack McLarty and 
Yah Lin Trie. With respect to the McLarty-related materials, some were inadvertently omitted 
from our initial production. When we realized that they had not been produced, we produced 
them within one week. The other documents belonged to a State Department employee who 
brought them with him when he recently joined the White House staff, and, thus, they were not 
in our possession at the time of our original search. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 11,1 997 
Page 4 

The Trie-related materials consist of three pages of non-substantive administrative 
routing documents and one other document that was recently located in Oval Office Operations. 
When they were discovered, we promptly produced them to the Committee. 


Current Production 

Except for the completion of the e-mail review described above, and any 
additional phone log searches the Committee wishes us to undertake, we do not anticipate any 
further production in response to the Committee’s first seven subpoenas. We are, of course, 
conducting searches with respect to the Committee’s more recent requests (for example, we 
expect to produce later this week materials responsive to the Committee’s August 21, 1997 
subpoena) and, if, in the course of those searches, we locate any additional documents that are 
responsive to the earlier subpoenas, we will produce them promptly. 

In addition, as you know, we have received numerous requests and subpoenas for 
documents from other investigative bodies. In the event that the materials gathered in response 
to those requests are related to the Committee’s requests, even if not technically responsive, we 
will produce them as part of our ongoing cooperation with the Committee. For example, we 
recently received a request from another investigative body related to U.S. policy concerning 
Guam. The search for those documents generated materials that were not within the scope of the 
Committee’s request as agreed on by our staffs, but we will be producing those documents to the 
Committee in the near future. 

Mr. Chairman, during our conversations I have repeatedly expressed the 
seriousness with which I and my staff take our obligation to respond to the subpoenas we have 
received. We have endeavored to execute the President’s mandate to cooperate fully with the 
Committee’s investigation. Nonetheless, as we have discussed and as is reflected in the 
description of our compliance efforts in this letter, we will inevitably discover responsive 
documents in the course of other searches. I can assure you that we will produce any such 
documents promptly, and I reiterate my previous representation to you that, under no 
circumstances, will this Office ever manipulate our compliance efforts or our production 
schedule for any tactical advantage. Moreover, if the Committee has some special interest in 
particular documents or information, because it is preparing to interview a witness or for any 
other reason, we will endeavor to adapt our searches and production to the Committee’s needs, 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 11, 1997 
Page 5 

Thank you again for giving me the opportunity to address your concerns about 
this matter. If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 



Counsel to the President 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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Mr. Ruff. Forgive me. It’s taking me a few minutes to get there. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Ruff. I have it. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. This is a letter to the committee where 
you stated, this letter serves to certify that to the best of my knowl- 
edge the White House has produced all documents responsive to 
the committee’s subpoenas. 

And then, on the dog track matter, exhibit No. 141, which is four 
pages beyond the document just referred to, in your January 6, 
1998, letter you wrote, to the best of our knowledge we have pro- 
vided the committee with all responsive materials that we have lo- 
cated as a matter of our EOP-wide search for documents relating 
to the St. Croix Meadows Greyhound Racing Park. 

[Exhibit 141 follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 

January 16, 1998 


BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I write in response to your January 14, 1998 letter in which you request a certification 
that we have fully complied with the Committee’s August 21, 1997 subpoena. 

To the best of our knowledge, we have provided the Committee with all responsive 
materials that we have located as a result of our EOP-wide search for documents relating to the 
St. Croix Meadows Greyhound Racing Park. 

If you have any questions, please call me. 


Sincerely, 



Counsel to the President 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxraan 


I exhibit; 


tW: 
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Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Then in exhibit No. 142 on the Charlie 
Trie matter, in a February 20, 1998 letter Lanny Breuer wrote, I 
understand that all e-mails currently searchable regarding Mr. 
Trie have been provided to the committee. 

[Exhibit 142 follows:] 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H ! N GTO N 


February 20, 1998 


VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

Barbara Comstock, Esq. 

Chief Investigative Counsel 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Barbara: 

I am in receipt of Chairman Burton's February 6, 1998 letter concerning documents 
related to Mr. Trie. With respect to the Chairman's questions regarding the background check 
conducted in connection with Mr. Trie's appointment to the Commission on United States 
Pacific Trade and Investment Policy, I refer you to Dimitri Nionakis' September 10, 1997 
letter to you and the documents thereto. 

As Mr. Nionakis' letter and the documents that accompanied it make clear, pursuant to 
a request by the Counsel's office, a name and tax check on Mr. Trie were conducted by the 
FBI and IRS, respectively. See EOP 064208A Moreover, with the exception of the 
documents identified in Mr. Nionakis' letter, to the best of our knowledge, the White House 
has provided the Committee with all responsive documents concerning Mr. Trie's background 
check. Finally, I understand that all e-mails currently searchable regarding Mr. Trie have 
been provided to the Committee. (Sss Mr. Ruffs October 21, 1997 letter to Mr. Bennett) 

li you have any questions, piease call me. 


Sincerely yours, 



cc: Ken Ballen, Esq. 
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Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Then in exhibit No. 143 involving clem- 
ency for the Puerto Rican terrorists, in a December 3, 1999, letter, 
Dimitri Nionakis wrote, in addition, due to the number of requests 
for information from investigative bodies, the search of archived e- 
mail messages has taken longer than expected. I anticipate that we 
should complete that search by the end of next week. 

[Exhibit 143 follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I NGTON 


December 3, 1999 


BY HAND 

Kristi Remington, Senior Counsel 
Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bunding 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Ms. Remington: 

I write to follow-up on my November 23, 1999 letter and to advise you as to the status of 
the Executive Office of the President's (EOP) search for materials responsive to the Committee’s 
November 10, 1999 subpoena relating to surveillance regarding the relationship between FALN 
or Los Macheteros and the Cuban Government. 

As I indicated in my previous letter, we located one document that was created by a third 
party agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation. We have informed the Department of Justice 
about your request for this document. Pursuant to longstanding executive branch practice, the 
Committee should contact DOJ regarding your request. 

Also, as you know, we located a document (CL 16796-97) that contains classified and 
confidential information about an unrelated policy matter. Accordingly, we are producing the 
document with the non-responsive, classified, and confidential information redacted. Because 
the responsive information is also classified, we are producing it to the Committee in a sealed 
envelope with a coversheet designating it classified. Please ensure that this document is handled 
properly. 

We have not located any other responsive materials from our expedited search of the 
EOP offices that you believed were relevant to the subpoena's subject matter. With respect to 
our search of the non-relevant EOP offices, to date we have not located any responsive materials. 
Please note that a few of the offices are still reviewing their files; however, I expect these 
searches to be completed within the next few days. In addition, due to the number of requests for 
information from investigative bodies, the search of archived e-mail messages has taken longer 
than expected. I anticipate that we should complete that search by the end of next week. If we 
locate any additional responsive materials, we will promptly provide them to the Committee. 




Kristi L- Remington 
December 3, 1999 
Page 2 


If you have any questions, please call me at 202-456-58 14, 
Sincerely, 



Dimitri J. MofiaEsl 
Associate b&iinselio the President 


Enclosure 
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Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Then on the Waco tragedy, in a January 
28, 2000, letter, Dimitri Nionakis wrote, and I quote from exhibit 
No. 60, the scope of our recent search for Waco-related materials 
encompassed all items or documents in any way relevant to the 
events occurring at the Branch Davidian compound in Mt. Carmel 
outside of Waco, Texas, in February through April 1993. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Now, these are not trivial matters. I 
think anyone would agree with that. 

Mr. Ruff, given what we know, though, about the e-mail prob- 
lems, these assurances are no longer reliable that I just read to 
you, not a single one of them. Granted some of the assurances were 
given before your office’s knowledge of the e-mail problem, but let’s 
begin by focusing on those examples of assurances made before the 
summer of 1998. Do you believe that the White House counsel’s of- 
fice has an obligation to inform the committee if it learns informa- 
tion that renders a prior certification invalid or inaccurate? 

Mr. Ruff. I do, and it has. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Mr. Ruff, do you believe that the White 
House counsel’s office should wait for pressure from the press and 
or public hearings to correct inaccurate information provided by the 
committee 

Mr. Ruff. The White House’s 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage [continuing]. Provided to the committee. 

Mr. Ruff. The White House counsel’s has, to my knowledge and 
my experience, been forthcoming with the committee, whether the 
words be a happy one or unhappy one, about its compliance with 
committee requests. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. I find that difficult — I find it difficult to 
understand that, in this Nation, the most highly technical informa- 
tion retrieval systems that exists in the White House, that we can’t 
get information before Thanksgiving of this year. 

Mr. Ruff. Congresswoman, to that issue, I am really not able to 
speak; and I’ll leave it in Mr. Lindsay’s hands. But, as I explained 
earlier, I think he said that there will be a rolling production made 
and before Thanksgiving. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. And it is now May. I don’t think your 
assurances make us feel very sanguine about this issue, nor the 
American people. 

But let’s turn to those assurances given 

Mr. Barr. The gentlelady’s time has expired. 

Mrs. Chenoweth-Hage. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barr. Who seeks recognition? 

The gentleman from Tennessee is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Ford. Let me walk back through really quickly just for the 
record. 

My colleague, Mr. Barr, has made, panelists, some very strong 
allegations that seem to be completely unfounded. In fact, he held 
up a folder of e-mails regarding Monica Lewinsky and said they 
had not been produced to the Office of Independent Counsel. He 
was referring to the results conducted by Mr. Haas, I believe, in 
mid-1998. Was that accusation accurate? 

I ask any of the panelists who might be able to respond. I think 
Mr. Lindsay might. 
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Mr. Lindsay. It’s not my understanding. If I understand the tes- 
timony here today, that that was not correct. 

Mr. Ford. In fact, we’ve actually heard from numerous people 
testifying that Miss Shelly Peterson in the White House counsel’s 
office searched those e-mails and determined that every single re- 
sponsive e-mail had already been produced for the independent 
counsel or to the independent counsel. Is that your understanding 
as well? 

Mr. Lindsay. I refer that to counsel. 

Ms. Mills. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Ford. Now Mr. Barr states it was puzzling that the White 
House counsel’s office did not produce the documents to the inde- 
pendent counsel a second time, even though they had already pro- 
duced or been turned over. Do any of you know — and I’m a lawyer, 
graduated from a rural school, Mr. Barr, up in Michigan called the 
University of Michigan, I’m not as bright as you, but I don’t know 
any legal theory or set of legal ethics that suggests that it’s nec- 
essary to turn over documents when you have already produced 
those exact same documents. Mr. Ruff, do you know of any legal 
theory or legal ethics that requires that? 

Mr. Ruff. I do not, Congressman. I think we made the judgment 
that because indeed these documents were duplicative of those 
which had already been turned over that we met our obligation 
under the subpoena. 

Mr. Ford. Miss Mills, I know you’re a Stanford lawyer. Do you 
know of any legal theory or set of legal ethics that would require 
you to turn over two times documents? 

Ms. Mills. I am not aware of any. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Ford. My good friend from Connecticut, who I am sorry 
left — I understand left, made some comments about Ms. Mills’ bril- 
liant opening statement. And I can imagine if you were one of 
those that had worked tirelessly, even if it was not the intention 
to bring truth to some of the horrible things that we’ve done on this 
committee, that perhaps you would disagree or find disagreeable 
some of the things that she said. 

But I do take somewhat of an issue with those who may suggest 
that there have been those in the White House, Miss Mills in- 
cluded, who have not been as forthright and forthcoming as she 
should have been. Perhaps the better way of saying it, she’s not — 
they’re not saying the things you would like for them to say. The 
badgering of Mr. Lindsay by my colleague, Mr. Shays, was embar- 
rassing. I can understand if we disagree with what be’s saying, but 
you can’t disagree because he’s not saying what it is you want him 
to say. 

Also, Chairman Barr, it’s come to my attention that one of — that 
someone on your side encouraged other Members on your side who 
might be friendly or might, I should say, be willing to accept what 
the White House officials are saying were encouraged not to come, 
not to attend this morning’s hearings because it might give off the 
wrong impression. If someone on the other side can dispute that I, 
unlike you, will believe you, unlike we’re giving these witnesses the 
credit this morning. 
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I would close by saying my good friend, Mr. Barr — and he is a 
friend. We were at the Super Bowl together in Atlanta, and I had 
a chance to see his wife. He was rooting for the wrong team, the 
St. Louis Rams if I remember, but he’s still a friend nonetheless. 

You know, there are those on your side of the aisle who have 
been accused of doing things that we have learned were not true. 
At one point when you were U.S. attorney in Georgia you were ac- 
cused of going after — unfairly going after African American elected 
officeholders. You said indeed that was not the case at your office. 
There was no racism, no bigotry involved. And many accepted that. 
I’ve accepted that. And others, even politicians in Atlanta that I 
know and are close with, have accepted that. 

Mr. Burton has his own share of allegations levelled at him; and 
there are those that suggest that he’s done nothing wrong, as he 
has. And I accept and respect that. I would only hope that at some 
point we can learn to accept and respect what the White House is 
saying. 

Again, we can disagree over policies and perspectives and issues 
and vision, but when do we stop? I mean, we went through an im- 
peachment hearing where you lost a would-be Speaker, Mr. Living- 
ston. And no disrespect to Mr. Hastert but Congressman Living- 
ston — Chairman Livingston would probably have made a great 
Speaker. He respects this process. 

And, again, I would love to see Mr. Gephardt be Speaker, but we 
have to have a non-Democrat. Mr. Livingston would have made a 
great Speaker. We lost him. You lost your other Speaker, Speaker 
Gingrich, because he didn’t aggressively go after the President. 
When do we stop? 

I mean, when is that in — we take a look — and I would love — Mr. 
Shays was asking Mr. Ruff — Mr. Ruff, if you were a member of this 
committee, do you think it would be appropriate to take some of 
the recommendations offered by Ms. Mills to investigate why black 
men in New York are afraid to take their wallets out of their back 
pockets? 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Ford. No, no. Would you urge us, Mr. Shays 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. Would he like an 
additional minute by 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Ruff, if you were a member of this committee, 
would you investigate that? 

Mr. Ruff. That I think is the people’s business, Congressman. 

Mr. Ford. If you were a member of this committee, would you 
look into the LAPD and some — I mean, if we’re going to 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. The gentleman’s 
time has expired. 

Mr. Ford. If you’re going to ask, Mr. Barr, these 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Ford [continuing]. Would you be investigating the White 
House, Mr. Ruff, with the aggression of those of us on this commit- 
tee? 

Mr. Ruff. I have a modestly biased view of that, Congressman, 
you’ll understand. 

Mr. Ford. You can answer yes or no. I’ll accept it. 

Mr. Ruff. The answer is I think that 
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Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. The gentleman 
knows the rules of decorum. He’s choosing deliberately to ignore 
them. Would the gentleman like additional time by unanimous con- 
sent? Would you stop just long enough to allow me to ask you that 
question? 

Mr. Ford. I would. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Without objection, the gentleman is recognized for 
1 more minute. 

Mr. Ford. If you were a member of this committee, Ms. Mills, 
would you commence an investigation into why African American 
men are afraid to take their wallets out in New York? 

Ms. Mills. I would. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Lindsay, if you were a member of this committee, 
would you commence an investigation as to why young African 
American men are afraid to take their wallets out in New York? 

Mr. Lindsay. Absolutely, sir. 

Mr. Ford. If you were a member of this committee, would you 
want other Members of this body to investigate why we have not 
passed a prescription drug benefit for seniors at a time when the 
economy is performing like it is and prescription drug prices are 
spiraling out of control like they are? If you were a Member of this 
Congress, would you not be interested in those issues, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. Ms. Mills. 

Ms. Mills. Yes. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Ruff. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. I would imagine they’re not alone, Mr. Barr, Mr. 
Chairman. At some point, it has to come to an end. 

It’s unfortunate that it had to be framed in a joke the other night 
by the President at dinner with members of the press, but he said 
we only have 7 more months to investigate him. I would hope that 
we would not take him up on his word. You all have been great 
in not taking him up on his word. I would hope that this one time 
that you would remain consistent on that front and let us get back 
to the business of the people. Listen to what we’re debating. We’re 
debating e-mails. 

Mr. Barr. The gentleman’s time has expired. I recognize myself 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Ruff, in December 1998, as a matter of fact by letter dated 
December 8, 1998, Judicial Watch which, as you know, is rep- 
resenting parties in the Alexander versus the FBI case before 
Judge Lamberth, they sent a letter to Mr. James Gilligan of the 
U.S. Department of Justice Civil Division Federal Programs 
Branch in which they raise the issue in December 1998 of the miss- 
ing e-mails. And this was in the context of the Alexander case that 
they ask the Department of Justice and they included the Decem- 
ber 28th issue of Insight magazine article on this that I know 
you’re familiar with. Have you ever seen that letter? Did that letter 
come up in any of your conversations or the interface that you con- 
ducted on these matters with the Department? 

Mr. Ruff. Perhaps I could see a copy of it now, and I would be 
happy to tell you. 

Mr. Barr. You have no independent recollection. 
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Mr. Ruff. I do not, no. 

I have no recollection of ever having seen this letter or of the at- 
tachments that purport to have been with it. 

Mr. Barr. Did you have any discussions either at that time or 
contemporaneously in that time period with anybody at the Depart- 
ment of Justice about the request from judicial watch? 

Mr. Ruff. There were — I couldn’t tell you whether they were 
contemporaneous or not. I would, on occasion, over the course of 
my tenure in the White House, meet with one or more of my staff 
and one or more of the Justice Department lawyers who were help- 
ing us respond to various matters in connection with this litigation. 
I have no recollection of any discussion that would be contempora- 
neous or related to this letter. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Lindsay, last month you testified, and I don’t re- 
member your exact words, and knowing how very particular you 
are, appropriately so, I’m not going to put any words in your 
mouth, but the testimony last month, or in March when you testi- 
fied here, you, I believe, testified that the issue of getting this 
whole matter of the missing e-mails resolved as being very impor- 
tant; is that accurate? 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe at that point I was referring to the — re- 
solving the technical problem because that’s all I really knew about 
at that time. 

Mr. Barr. But you knew there was a serious problem, or are you 
now maintaining that 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I am saying there was a problem and 

Mr. Barr. OK. I’m not interested in — not trying to put words in 
your mouth. If you would please, in that context then, refer to ex- 
hibit 94. This is an e-mail of February 24, 1999. Mr. Heissner, Karl 
Heissner writes that on the current status of the Mail2 reconstruc- 
tion, which is the serious problem that we’re talking about here, is 
that he is, quote, awaiting funding and management decision to 
proceed. 

Mr. Heissner testified, as I know you’re probably aware, yester- 
day to this committee that no one in the Office of Administration 
management, including yourself, ever gave him any funding or di- 
rection to proceed with the reconstruction of the unreported e-mails 
until early this year, the year 2000, long after the problem had al- 
ready been reported, was well-known and actually had been re- 
ported even in the media. 

Why was Mr. Heissner prevented from moving forward and 
never given the authorization to move forward with the reconstruc- 
tion, in other words, to resolve this problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, the — as I stated in my testimony on March 
23rd, November, when we discovered, when we were able to resolve 
the Mail2 problem in terms of solving the glitch, the first priority 
that I had was addressing the Y2K problem. This is the time pe- 
riod where we received the money that we needed to address the 
Y2K problem after a long period where we hadn’t received enough 
resources to address the technical concerns of the Executive Office 
of the President and the Presidency of the United States. 

Mr. Barr. Were you not aware of any subpoenas, lawful subpoe- 
nas, failure to comply with which could subject individuals to con- 
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tempt of court, if not obstruction of justice charges that were out- 
standing? 

Mr. Lindsay. As we discussed before, sir, there are two different 
issues. The issue of compliance with the subpoenas and whether or 
not the information that was provided was complying with those 
subpoenas was a determination that was made by the counsel’s of- 
fice. The other problem 

Mr. Barr. They’ve never made that determination. The only de- 
termination that we have is Ms. Mills’ testimony today that some- 
body else not before this committee with regard to just that one 
stack of e-mails had made a determination, not reviewed appar- 
ently by anybody, prior to the decision being made and finalized, 
that these materials would not be sent over to whoever had re- 
quested them by subpoena. But there’s never been any determina- 
tion made because the reconstruction has never been made with re- 
gard to anything other than just that one stack of e-mails. 

Mr. Lindsay. As it was already testified earlier today, sir, the in- 
formation as to the impact of this particular glitch on searches it 
was believed, believed by me and believed by people in the coun- 
sel’s office, that it did not have an impact on those searches. There- 
fore, I was left with problem No. 2. 

Mr. Barr. How can you, with a straight face, say that? We’re 
talking about hundreds of thousands of e-mails that have not been 
reviewed. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You’re making a statement that you feel comfortable 
that there’s nothing in there that’s subject to any subpoenas, be- 
cause if you can’t make that statement, you can’t state that all of 
the subpoenas have been complied with. 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 1, sir, I did not know how many e-mails there 
were at that time. I’m testifying about the state of my mind at that 
particular time. All I knew about what was the fact 

Mr. Barr. Of course, you are. You wouldn’t have any way of 
knowing. 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. That would seem to show that there 
was no problem with the production of any kind of subpoenas. 
Therefore, sir, I was left with one very important other issue, and 
that was the technical issue of how to resolve it. Resolving that 
technical issue, we needed not only money but also 

Mr. Barr. So when you’re talking about resolving it, you’re not 
talking about resolving it, you’re just talking about solving the 
technical problem from that point forward? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Barr. That in your mind, your state of mind, as you call it, 
is resolving the issue, is that what you’re talking about? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not an accurate characterization of my testi- 
mony. What I said is when I first came into contact with the issue, 
I was interested in resolving the issue. That meant resolving the 
issue if you, the counsel’s office, came back to me and said that 
there was a problem with the e-mails, then I would go back and 
then take whatever 

Mr. Barr. Who assured you that there was no problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. It’s not that I was assured that there was no prob- 
lem. The information that came to me was that the information 
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that I provided after the task was duplicative information. There- 
fore, the information 

Mr. Barr. Information duplicative of what? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Searches. 

Mr. Barr. Information duplicative of what? 

Mr. Lindsay. That the information had already been provided in 
other information. 

Mr. Barr. How would anybody know that, Mr. Lindsay? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not — I don’t know how they did it. I don’t 
know the process in terms of what was going on. 

Mr. Barr. You’re obviously a very bright man. 

Mr. Lindsay. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Barr. And you made sure we understood that last time. You 
told us your degrees and so forth, and I agree with that. How can 
you make the statement that hundreds of thousands — let’s not 
even use the word hundreds of thousand — a large number of e- 
mails, that nobody has seen 

Mr. Lindsay. Sir, I worked in an environment where a lot of peo- 
ple who 

Mr. Barr [continuing]. That would be subject to being provided 
pursuant to a subpoena when nobody’s looked at them? 

Mr. Lindsay. The determination as to whether or not that infor- 
mation met or was required by subpoena or was responsive or not 
was a determination made by the counsel’s office. 

Mr. Barr. Who? Who? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know who in the counsel’s office. I was sit- 
ting here learning about some of those components. 

Mr. Barr. Who told you that there was nothing in those missing 
e-mails subject to any subpoenas? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Barr. Oh, come on. You’re stating under oath that somebody 
made that statement to you and you cannot recall, as you sit here 
today, who in the White House counsel’s office told that to you? 

Mr. Lindsay. I’m not stating under oath that someone said that 
to me. What I’m stating is that the information that I provided 

Mr. Barr. Did they take any notes to that effect? 

Mr. Lindsay [continuing]. Was a duplicate of information that 
was provided, and therefore it did not present an issue 

Mr. Cummings. Mr. Chairman, is there a time limitation? 

Mr. Ford. Can I ask a unanimous consent request that we ex- 
tend the chairman’s 

Mr. Barr. That’s OK. We’ll come back. Who seeks recognition? 

Mr. Cummings. Ms. Norton. 

Mr. Barr. Gentlelady from the District of Columbia is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. Norton. I thank the chairman and I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. Chairman, I regret the troubling presumption of wrongdoing 
that surrounds these hearings. Anyone who has been at the bar 
knows that in a criminal or civil trial, a person’s reputation for in- 
tegrity outweighs very heavily on the outcome. Therefore, I’d like 
to say a few words about the integrity of these witnesses. 

The allegations and the evidence that has been adduced so far 
fails altogether to override the reputations they have at the bar 
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and in the community. I see no evidence that they would sacrifice 
reputations they have built over a period of years to avoid their 
legal or ethical responsibility. 

I know Charles Ruff personally, and I know him by reputation 
at the bar and in the city where he has lived for many years. Al- 
though one of the most successful lawyers in the country at a time 
when, in the early nineties, when there was a great deal of crime 
in the District, Charles Ruff offered his services to the city, not as 
a lawyer, but to do whatever he could for children. The officials of 
the District of Columbia could only scratch their heads as to how 
they could use such a distinguished lawyer for children. Whenever 
he speaks in this city these days, he does not speak about the bar 
or about lawyers, he speaks about children. 

Finally, the city convinced him that he should become the cor- 
poration counsel of this city where he led the city during a particu- 
larly troubling period and distinguished himself and made a world 
of difference for having left private practice to do so. He was the 
president of the bar in this city. On any list of the leading lawyers 
in the United States of America, Charles Ruff would be near the 
top of that list. 

Cheryl Mills is one of the bright lights of her generation. I mean 
to see to it that her remarks at this hearing go into the congres- 
sional record. She owes her meteoric rise not only to her extraor- 
dinary proven ability, but to her wonderful integrity, proved at so 
young an age that the President of the United States was willing 
to put his entire, his entire fate in her hands until she decided to 
do what few lawyers of any generation would do and, that is, to de- 
cline to be the counsel, the White House counsel to the President. 

I do not know Mr. Mark Lindsay personally, but I do know him 
by reputation because he served ably one of the pillars of the 
House, Mr. Lewis Stokes, who would have had no one on his staff 
except a person of the most stellar reputation. 

It does seem to me that these witnesses are at least entitled to 
have put in the record what others think of them, and when I in- 
sist that what I think of them goes into the record, I want it to be 
known that I am speaking for thousands of others. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. The gentlelady yields back the balance 
of her time. 

Mr. Cummings, did you have some comments you wanted to 
make? 

Mr. Cummings. I just want to echo my colleagues’ kind words 
again to our witnesses. You know, as I’ve sat here, Mr. Chairman, 
hearing after hearing, I have been a witness to people’s characters 
being torn apart, and you know, when I think about government 
service, our government employees are so often, Mr. Chairman, un- 
derpaid. So many of them work very, very long hours, and they 
give their blood, their sweat and their tears, and they come into a 
room like this and are often raked across the coals. And Ms. Mills 
is right, you know, the question becomes who would go in govern- 
ment service, I mean, when they see this. 

And that’s why I join in with Mr. Ford and Mr. Waxman, and 
certainly my colleague, Ms. Norton, and take a moment to simply 
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say thank you. Thank you for all that you have given. Thank you 
for not only touching us as adults, but someone once said our chil- 
dren are the living messages we send to a future we will never see, 
and Mr. Ruff, you will be interested to know, I was walking down 
the hall just a few moments ago and a young man, I think he’s a 
lawyer, I overheard him say, you know, Mr. Ruff is a guru of the 
Washington bar. I mean, that’s a hell of a statement, it really is. 
I mean this was unsolicited, he was just talking to a friend and 
talking about how much he admired you, and you know, I think 
sometimes we forget that we are all human beings. 

I think Ms. Mills said it best, said all of us make our mistakes, 
we do some things good, we do some things not so good, but we are 
all human beings, and in this life and in this government life, and 
the kind of government that we deal with today, I think we all face 
some very tremendous challenges, and Mr. Waxman often says that 
a lot of times the allegations that are made about people when they 
come before this committee, they’re put out there, they’re put out 
there into the universe, and you know, the sad part about it is all 
the people that hear the allegations, they don’t necessarily hear 
what we hear. They don’t necessarily hear a lot of the allegations 
literally torn to shreds. And I have seen situations where allega- 
tions were made, and by the time a hearing was over, it’s hard to 
believe the allegations were ever made because of the testimony 
that has come forward. 

And for those reasons, I take my moment to simply say thank 
you. Thank you for all that you’ve done. Thank you for all that 
you’re doing, and thank you for standing up. 

Ms. Norton was talking about integrity, and one person has de- 
fined integrity as having three parts, Mr. Chairman. First of all, 
it’s standing up for what is right, discerning between what is right 
and wrong. Second, it is acting on what is right, even to your own 
peril. And third, it is telling others what you did so that they can 
follow your example. And to our witnesses today, I thank you for 
having integrity. No matter what others may say, no matter what 
the referrals may be, thank you for standing up for what you be- 
lieve in, and thank you for being examples to us and our children. 
Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
We will now go to the counsel for his questioning in accordance 
with the rule. I will just take about a minute here at the beginning 
of his time to say that I understand the accolades that have been 
given to the witnesses today, but the fact remains, for over 2 years 
the White House has known about these e-mails. The White House 
counsel’s office has known about these e-mails. They were under 
subpoena from a number of sources to whom all of this information 
should have been given in a timely fashion, or at least they should 
have been made aware of the glitch that was taking place over 
there, but for 2 years, we’ve been held at arm’s length and we 
haven’t gotten those documents. So all the accolades and all the 
nice things that are being said about the people at the table doesn’t 
change the fact. 

The fact is that duly subpoenaed documents were kept from the 
Congress when the White House had knowledge about them for 
over 2 years, and I use the missing tapes in the Nixon case that 
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were a part of the reason that he was removed from office, and 
here we have hundreds of thousands of e-mails that may be rel- 
evant to a whole series of investigations. We haven’t received them. 
We haven’t even been notified about them, even though the White 
House knew about them, the White House counsel’s office knew 
about them, and yet we continue to hear these accolades, but these 
are the facts. 

These are the things that need to be made clear to the American 
people, that if there’s an investigation going on by an independent 
counsel by a committee of Congress and a duly authorized sub- 
poena has been sent, we are entitled to that information, and if the 
White House knows about it and they don’t give it to us inten- 
tionally, or they keep the information from us intentionally about 
a problem over there, then they’re obstructing our investigations 
and that’s what this is all about. 

Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Good afternoon. I’ll be as brief as possible, and 
hopefully we’ll soon be out of here, with this panel, anyways. I 
want to try and cover two areas, and I’ll tell you what they are in 
advance so that we can hopefully be as brief as possible. The first 
relates to the search that was conducted that resulted in the mate- 
rials that were produced to us the day before yesterday, and I’ll tell 
you why I want to cover this with a little more specificity. 

Mr. Ruff came in for an interview. He’s testifying today. He’s 
been very clear that he understood that there was a potential prob- 
lem that might relate to document production. He told us in his 
interview to, and I’ll quote, make sure, in fact, this system which 
the problem had not — it is a little bit of garbled syntax, but which 
was probably not tainted — the ability to find materials that were 
responsive to the special prosecutor’s inquiry, and following from 
that, a search was conducted, and Mr. Ruff said today, indeed, that 
was the purpose of conducting the search. 

So an awful lot was riding on this search. The search, in many 
respects, determines whether somebody should or should not have 
understood that there was a problem. So I want to ask a few more 
questions about that. 

The second thing I would like to cover is a second meeting at the 
White House. When the Mail2 problem was discovered in June 
1998, Mr. Lindsay has taken pains to point out that he testified 
last month that he did go and meet with Mr. Ruff. This is some- 
thing we do know, and we’ve discussed the memo that was drafted 
that Mr. Ruff saw and that ultimately that was directed to the dep- 
uty counsel for the President. 

One thing we learned just in the last week, however, that we did 
not know from your testimony previously and we learned this from 
Mr. Lyle, Michael Lyle, the director of the Office of Administration, 
was that in April 1999, another aspect of this e-mail problem was 
discovered, and Mr. Lyle indicated to us that Mr. Lindsay went 
back to the White House counsel’s office and told them a second 
time about an e-mail problem. And I’d like to cover — we haven’t 
discussed that at all today. I’d like to cover that with you, Mr. 
Lindsay. 

Let’s go back to the search. The question’s been asked, what were 
the terms of the search, and just so that we can start from a level 
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playing field, I’ll ask again, Mr. Ruff, do you know what the terms 
of the search were? 

Mr. Ruff. I do not, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Mills, do you know what the terms of the 
search were? 

Ms. Mills. I do not, and in your statement there was a memo 
sent to the deputy counsel to the President, and I’m not aware of 
that memo. 

Mr. Wilson. If I did I misspoke. I meant to say the deputy chief 
of staff at that time, Mr. Podesto. So I apologize. I know it would 
not have been you. 

Ms. Mills. Thank you. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. Now, Mr. Lindsay, I’ll ask you the 
same question — well, I will ask you the same question first. Do you 
know what the terms of the search were? 

Mr. Lindsay. You mean the names that were being searched? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, we don’t know at all what the terms of the 
search were. So I’m asking you what the terms of the search were. 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe that they were the names of certain indi- 
viduals. I don’t know anything about the terms. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, where have you gained that belief from? How 
do you know that? 

Mr. Lindsay. The person who conveyed the request for the 
search to me, then I conveyed that information to, I can’t remem- 
ber, I think it was Laura Callahan, and then the search was con- 
ducted. 

Mr. Wilson. Was the search — was what was conducted to you in 
writing? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Wilson. So is it fair to say you had a verbal instruction as 
to what you should look for in the e-mails that you could search 
from the servers? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Mr. Ruff, just turning to you, this search was 
clearly quite important, because it now stands for the proposition 
that there wasn’t a problem, and I’m just — one of the problems 
we’re struggling with is why does nobody remember what the 
search was supposed to be for, do you know? 

Mr. Ruff. That’s a question that I can’t answer for you, Mr. Wil- 
son. I do not, as I have said, know who conveyed the parameters 
of the search or any other instructions. There may be such a person 
waiting to be identified, but I can’t help you in that regard. 

Mr. Wilson. Now if I can, for a second, I’ll turn to you, Ms. 
Mills, because it’s our understanding that Mr. Ruff did rely on his 
staff, and I can understand him not knowing all of the details of 
matters that he delegates to his staff, and this is one reason we’ve 
asked you to come here today to try and help us and explain to us 
what precisely you were looking for to help you decide that there 
wasn’t a problem. If you could, please tell us. 

Ms. Mills. Well, your characterization suggests that I was look- 
ing for something, and I think my testimony has been, and I hope 
has been clear with respect to the fact, it was my understanding 
that OA was undertaking the search, that they were going to pro- 
vide the e-mails that were missing, that we were going to review 
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them to make a determination as to whether or not they were du- 
plicative or they were e-mails that had not been captured and 
needed to be produced. 

So what I was anticipating was that there would be documents 
that would come, that there would be review conducted of them 
and that review would tell us whether or not those materials had 
or had not been provided to the appropriate requesters. 

Mr. Wilson. You’re clear on that. The part I don’t understand, 
I think the committee has a problem with, is how did the Office 
of Administration come to conduct a search? We’ve been told by Of- 
fice of Administration employees that they never conducted 
searches of their own volition. They just didn’t go into people’s com- 
puters and look for information. We were told that they, in all 
other cases, received written instructions and did searches accord- 
ingly. Everybody we have talked to has told us that they did not 
originate a search term. 

So how did the Office of Administration come to be conducting 
a search? 

Ms. Mills. As I can only testify from my personal knowledge, I 
don’t know the answer to that question. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know who we might turn to to ask that 
question of? 

Ms. Mills. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know whether Ms. Peterson, at any point, 
formulated a search term for the Office of Administration? 

Ms. Mills. I do not know whether or not she did, though I would 
be surprised, primarily because I provided the materials that came 
over from the Office of Administration to her for her to conduct her 
review, but I don’t know the answer to that question. 

Mr. Wilson. The part that I’d like you to help us out with, if you 
can, is that the search was very important, because it ultimately 
was going to determine whether there was a larger problem or not, 
and two of the principal lawyers in the Office of White House 
Counsel, indeed counsel to the President, Mr. Ruff and yourself, al- 
though you were only deputy counsel, are telling us they did not 
formulate the search, and so one of our — I think it is a legitimate 
point of concern — is to try and determine who formulated the 
search to see whether there was a problem or not, and there’s not 
more I can do, I guess. No one on this panel does know. But did 
you ever ask, Ms. Mills, what precisely the search term was? 

Ms. Mills. I did not. 

Mr. WILSON. Why did you not ask? 

Ms. Mills. I think there are certain assumptions that you’re 
making, and in my testimony I’ve been trying to be very clear that 
it was my understanding that the search was being conducted, that 
it was going to produce materials that needed to be reviewed 
against prior production to make a determination as to whether or 
not it had been captured before. 

Mr. Wilson. I understand, but we’re very circular here. You’re 
telling us that the search was going to be conducted. 

Ms. Mills. It was my understanding that the search was being 
conducted, that I was going to be provided with the materials we 
then needed to make a determination with respect to whether or 
not they were or were not produced previously. 
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Mr. Wilson. Did you ever express any concern as to what the 
search would be for? 

Ms. Mills. I didn’t have the requisite knowledge to express that 
type of concern, if I were to have that type of concern, but I cer- 
tainly believed that to the extent there was an issue that it was 
going to be, the documents were going to be searched for, and to 
the extent that they had not been provided, that we were going to 
provide them. 

Mr. Wilson. I think here is where we part ways a little bit. I 
understand much of what you have said, but you’ve told us you 
didn’t have the requisite knowledge. What we do know is that 
there were many document requests that had been made to the 
White House on many different issues. You were, at the time, fo- 
cusing on an impeachment inquiry. That’s something this commit- 
tee has had no interest in, no part of. 

But we did have document requests that went to campaign fi- 
nance matters. There were many requests from other independent 
counsels, the Justice Department had requests, and what we know, 
and this is why I’m really legitimately trying to work through this 
problem with you, what we know is that there was a universe of 
documents that had never been looked at, and this is the memo, 
and somewhat of the substance of Mr. Lindsay’s discussion with 
Mr. Ruff, communicated and Mr. Ruff understood that, and he’s 
told us he understood that. He understood that there was a uni- 
verse of documents that had not been looked at and that that 
might have ramifications for production of documents. 

So there’s a large universe of — well, there’s a universe of infor- 
mation, and there are many document requests out, and so the 
problem we have is we have a folder of information that goes to one 
matter, e-mails from Monica Lewinsky to someone else, but there’s 
nothing here that goes to campaign finance or any of the other 
issues that were being searched. So we’re struggling with what 
does the search stand for. Can you tell us what the search as con- 
ducted should prove to us? 

Ms. Mills. I cannot. It was my understanding that the e-mails 
were being collected and that they were the e-mails that might 
have been missed, and that if we received those e-mails, we should 
go through them to make a determination as to whether or not 
they had been produced or not. That is what we did. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now Mr. Ruff generously said that the buck 
stopped with him, but he did inform us during our interview with 
him that he delegated responsibility to look into this problem to his 
subordinates, and he gave us a number of names of people who 
might have been looking at the matter. Yours was one of them. 
Who do we ask or who do we turn to to find out who was really 
thinking about this problem? It really appears to us that there’s ei- 
ther extraordinary indifference to the problem or nobody was really 
thinking about the problem. Nobody was taking charge of trying to 
decide whether there was an issue here. 

Was anybody in charge of trying to decide whether there was a 
problem? 

Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Ruff. Obviously, I am hesitant for all the reasons that have 
been both expressed and implicit in today’s hearing to offer any 
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more individuals the opportunity to spend their day in this cham- 
ber. All I can do, and truly is all I can do, Mr. Wilson, is to tell 
you, as I told you previously, the names of my staff members who 
regularly participated in the business of document collection and 
response to subpoenas. Beyond that, if I had any insight into who 
specifically spoke with OA or otherwise framed the search, I would 
give that information to you. 

Let me say, although I understand your question, that this does 
not, and did not then, and does not now, reflect, in any sense, any 
absence of care about the problem. To the contrary, I think the im- 
mediate reaction, particularly triggered by the fact that there was 
this outstanding independent counsel subpoena on the one issue 
that was of particular interest to us at the moment, suggests the 
concern we did have and perhaps also suggests the response we 
got, because it did relieve us of that concern, led in turn to the con- 
clusion, as I have already acknowledged, not based on what we now 
know to be the facts, but the problem really was not there. 

Mr. Wilson. From our perspective though, it does appear that 
there’s some absence of care because even as we sit here today, no 
one is able to really tell us anything specific about what was done 
to determine there was an ongoing problem or not. We know there 
was a search. We know some materials were searched. 

Mr. Ruff. That, I suggest, Mr. Wilson, is not an absence of care; 
it is an absence of memory, but if I had the memory, I would tell 
you what I knew beyond what I’ve testified. 

Mr. Wilson. There are no notes that have been produced to us. 
There’s no memorandum. We know when the problem was discov- 
ered, it was of such significance that Mr. Lindsay participated in 
a process that resulted in a memorandum to the deputy chief of 
staff to the President, and within days of the discovery of the prob- 
lem, you, the counsel of the President, were briefed about a com- 
puter problem. This is something that from our perspective, and 
obviously it is from our perspective, but this is something that indi- 
cates that this is a problem that is out of the ordinary, and you 
yourself indicated that there might be ramifications for production 
of documents. 

And one of the things that’s been very clear to us, it’s been point- 
ed out, that this was a time of great concern. The impeachment 
process was — had begun. There was a great sense of angst about 
that, but that heightens from a lawyer’s perspective, certainly from 
mine, if I knew at a time of great difficulty, such as you were in 
at that point, that there was an entire universe of information that 
had never been looked at, that is something that would stand out 
in my mind. That’s something I’d want to know. I’d want to know 
the search terms, how people went after identifying whether there 
was or was not a problem. That’s the type of thing I’d want to iden- 
tify, and we’ll ask other people. But it just appears that nobody can 
come up with any recollection as to what they sent the subordi- 
nates out, your subordinates out, Ms. Mills, if she sent any of her 
subordinates out, it doesn’t appear that anybody can say this is 
what we told a particular person to do, to find out whether there 
was a problem, and that does indicate some lack of care, and that’s 
a charitable characterization. 
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Mr. Ruff. I disagree with your characterization, but I fear 
there’s not much more I can offer you. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. I understand that. Let me turn for 
just a moment, Mr. Lindsay, to April 1999. It’s our understanding 
from talking to Mr. Lyle that in April 1999, computer technicians 
identified the second glitch in the computer system that indicated 
documents were not being captured by the ARMS system, the user 
D problem. Were you told in April 1999 about the user D problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I was. 

Mr. Wilson. And if you could be brief, I’d appreciate that. After 
you were told about the user D problem, what steps did you take 
to bring that to the attention of any of your superiors or anybody 
in the White House? A two-part question. 

Mr. Lindsay. One thing, my role was different. I was no longer 
the general counsel at that particular time. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s fine, but what steps did you take if any? 

Mr. Lindsay. The primary steps, the drill was essentially the 
same in terms of what we did in terms of addressing any kind of 
technical problem of this nature, the effort to make repairs and cor- 
rect the issue as quickly as possible, and I’m happy to report that 
frankly we were able to complete the repairs for that particular 
issue in a much shorter timeframe than we were with the other 
one. I think that’s because, with my best recollection, that’s be- 
cause people had experience with the other problem, they were able 
to address it and get it resolved quicker. There’s greater under- 
standing of the nature of those kinds of issues. 

Mr. Wilson. Did you ever go to anybody in the White House 
counsel’s office and tell them about the user D problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Wilson. Now my recollection is that you did not bring that 
up in your previous testimony; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. I believe I did. 

Mr. Wilson. That you went to the White House in April or there- 
after of 1999 and briefed someone in the counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t think I said that. I brought up the letter D 
problem issue in my testimony. 

Mr. Wilson. You certainly did, and there’s no dispute on that, 
but did you tell us before that you went to the counsel’s office and 
told them about the user D problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t remember being asked that specific ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Wilson. I don’t think you were asked. That’s one reason we 
brought you back, and we only learned this recently but it’s not 
something you volunteered. Now you went back to the counsel’s of- 
fice in April 1999, according to Mr. Lyle. First of all, is that correct, 
was it April 1999? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now that’s not quite a year after the Mail2 
problem was first discovered, but it’s almost a year after. Who did 
you speak to in the counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have a specific recollection of who I talked 
to. 

Mr. WILSON. Why did you go to the counsel’s office. 
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Mr. Lindsay. Because there was the potential of having a similar 
kind of situation with the other e-mail situation and that would be 
my normal course of how I would handle it. 

Mr. Wilson. Was it the potential or was it the same type of situ- 
ation as previously? I don’t understand the use of the word “poten- 
tial.” 

Mr. Lindsay. It was actually a different problem. It was quite a 
different problem. It was caused by a different group of people. 

Mr. Barr. We understand how it was caused and all that, but 
it had the same net result. It resulted in information not being cap- 
tured in the ARMS system; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That was my understanding. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So you went back to the White House counsel’s 
office to tell them something. Apart from — well, and you just told 
us, so I can’t ask too many times, but you don’t recall who you 
talked to. Was it just one person? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t recall, sir. 

Mr. Barr. On this occasion did you draft another memorandum 
as had been done in June 1998? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. I requested a memorandum be prepared for me 
describing what the problem was and for my folks to look at it and 
to try and come up with some kind of resolution. 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. Let me interrupt just a minute. I want 
to make sure this point is very, very clear. You went to the White 
House counsel’s office when the first e-mail problem arose, but you 
don’t remember who was there other than Mr. Ruff, and you don’t 
remember who you talked to if there was someone else there, and 
now you’re telling us that there was a second time that you went 
to the White House counsel’s office after having been aware of the 
first e-mail problem, now you had a second e-mail problem. You 
must have known the gravity of the situation, but the second time 
you went, you still don’t know who you talked to, you can’t recall; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. That is correct, but it’s very important to under- 
stand that there were all — there were regular problems with e- 
mail, not of the nature that I think would interest this particular 
committee, but interest me and my staff from a technical perspec- 
tive of having people not being able to have access to e-mails. 

Mr. Burton. But the point is, by this time there must have been 
awareness even in your office, that there were subpoenas outstand- 
ing, there was an e-mail problem, you have gone back with the sec- 
ond e-mail problem, you have talked to them and you still don’t re- 
member who you talked to? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir, I do not recall. 

Mr. Wilson. Let’s pick up the narrative if we can. You went to 
the White House counsel’s office, you talked to somebody, you don’t 
recall the name of the individual you talked to. What was commu- 
nicated to you, if anything? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have any specific recollection of anything 
being communicated back to me other than we were going to con- 
tinue to look into the issue and try to resolve it, which is exactly 
what we did. 

Mr. Wilson. “We” as you or “we” as the White House counsel’s 
office? 
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Mr. Lindsay. No, my staff. 

Mr. Wilson. We just talked about the search that was con- 
ducted. Monica Lewinsky e-mails were found, they were compared, 
they were apparently duplicates. You’ve come back with a second 
problem nearly a year later. Do the Monica Lewinsky e-mails that 
were searched for the previous year stand for any proposition that 
there was no problem that had to be considered by White House 
counsel’s office? Did you discuss this search of Lewinsky e-mails 
from the previous year? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t have a specific recollection of doing that, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Did you communicate at the time that there was a 
problem that might relate to document production? 

Mr. Lindsay. I may have. I don’t have a recollection of doing it. 
I think it was obvious because of the nature of the issue that it 
might have an impact on that kind of an issue. The issue still re- 
mained that the previous example of a different kind of cir- 
cumstance but still an e-mail issue, there was duplicate informa- 
tion that was provided. 

I also knew that there were lots of other means for that informa- 
tion to be provided. So if it was an issue, that it very well might 
have been, but only after we were able to do an assessment of the 
scope and the breadth of the issue would we be able to make any 
kind of an assessment. 

Mr. Wilson. I think it’s interesting for you to use the word obvi- 
ous in relation to document production issues. It’s obvious that it 
might have had some ramifications in document production. It’s in- 
teresting because it seemed like people in the White House coun- 
sel’s office didn’t find anything obvious in it at all. It sounds like, 
from everything we’ve seen, from the documents we’ve reviewed, 
from the people we have talked to, that people didn’t understand 
something that is to us relatively simple to understand. 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s not my understanding and recollection of the 
testimony I have heard today. 

Mr. Wilson. No. I said what is easy for us to understand, and 
that’s a statement I made, and that doesn’t go to testimony. I 
mean, the proposition is relatively simple. There is a universe of 
documents that have never been looked at. To this day, nobody 
knows what is in that universe of documents. That’s not a particu- 
larly difficult concept for anyone to understand, and I think Mr. 
Ruff immediately saw that when he gave the instructions he gave 
as soon as he was briefed. 

It’s just our problem is we’re trying to find what was done to 
really understand, to come to grips with whether there was a prob- 
lem. The computer technicians that we’ve talked to are all very 
clear there was a problem. They knew it. They understood it. You 
seem to have understood it. Mr. Ruff seemed to have understood 
it. And somewhere there’s a disconnect. That’s why we’ve asked 
you the questions, and I appreciate the fact you can’t remember 
who you talked to and you can’t remember what you discussed. 

Let me just ask one other — turn to something else very quickly. 
Mr. Lindsay — before I turn to that, I’ll ask, courtesy of my memory 
being improved here, Ms. Mills, did you ever learn about the letter 
D problem? 

Ms. Mills. No, I did not. 
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Mr. Wilson. Mr. Ruff, were you ever informed of the letter D 
problem? 

Mr. Ruff. I have no recollection of being informed of that, Mr. 
Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Lindsay, maybe you can help us. The first time 
you went to talk about the Mail2 problem, you sought a meeting 
with Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Lindsay. I was directed by the assistant to the President for 
Management and Administration to talk to Mr. Ruff. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. Now, the second time you went back to talk 
about this type of computer problem, were you directed by anybody 
to go back to the White House counsel’s office? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I was not. 

Mr. Wilson. I mean, when you were first informed of the user 
D problem, did you tell your superiors about this problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Wilson. And did you discuss whether you should go back 
and inform White House counsel’s office a second time? 

Mr. Lindsay. I told them that I would. 

Mr. Wilson. And what was their response? 

Mr. Lindsay. That that was a good idea. 

Mr. Wilson. But this time, and I understand Mr. Ruff said he 
doesn’t recall, maybe you did go to Mr. Ruff, but would there be 
a reason go to anybody other than the counsel to discuss this type 
of problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. There were other people that may have been in- 
volved and that I may have run into or dealt with on other issues 
that I may have discussed the other issues with. So it’s possible 
there’s another attorney in the counsel’s office I may have dis- 
cussed it with. I just don’t recall who it was. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, one thing we’ve heard from people we’ve 
talked to is that they — people who worked for the Office of Admin- 
istration had a clear understanding that if they didn’t have either 
the money or the personnel to ultimately — and I’ll be very simplis- 
tic here — but fix this problem, then the problem wasn’t going to get 
fixed. The question I ask of you is, first, did you ever consider ask- 
ing Congress for additional funds to help fix this e-mail problem? 
I know it’s been done in the year 2000, in March 2000 and starting, 
but before the year 2000 did you ever consider asking Congress for 
funds to help fix the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. I think that the answer to the question has to be 
placed into context. In November 1998 

Mr. Wilson. Well, just asking if you ever considered going to 
Congress and asking 

Mr. Lindsay. If I ever considered it, yes, I did consider it. 

Mr. Wilson. Did you ever ask Congress or instruct anybody else 
to ask Congress for funds to fix this problem that we are talking 
about today? 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Wilson. You did? When was that? 

Mr. Lindsay. March 2000. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I should have been a little more broad. Away 
from the year 2000 — and let me ask, in 1998, did you ever ask Con- 
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gress or instruct anybody to ask Congress for funds to help fix this 
problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. That’s what I’d like to place into context. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, did you or did you not? 

Mr. Lindsay. I did not, and the reason why I did not is because 
we were faced — at the time I was trying to get money to address 
the Y2K problem. That was a recognized national crisis issue, and 
we did 

Mr. Wilson. We gave you money on that. 

Mr. Lindsay. I just want to place into context I needed that 
money in September. I did not get it until November. Though it 
was very necessary, I didn’t get it. That was an issue that would 
keep us — it would make the e-mail issue moot because the e-mail 
system resides on systems that were not going to work when the 
year turned over. So that issue had to be resolved first. And at that 
point my staff came to me and said you will not be able to make 
that timeframe because we do not have the resources. 

Mr. Wilson. You have pointed that out before, and we appreciate 
it. Did you consider Congress had any role in the prioritization of 
how funds would be allocated? It seems you made a unilateral deci- 
sion, but did Congress not have any role to play in assessing how 
funds might be spent? 

Mr. Lindsay. As a matter of fact, sir, at my appropriations hear- 
ing we discussed the budget for the Executive Office of the Presi- 
dent. Ninety-eight percent of the questions that I remember were 
about Y2K and the fight to get the resources to address a problem 
that I believe that I had a mandate from Congress to do everything 
that was necessary to make sure that we met the requirements 
that we needed to. We were starting late because of a lot of other 
circumstances, and so it was very, very clear and obvious to me 
that Congress wanted us not to fail to meet the Y2K deadlines. 
They wanted us to spend those moneys responsibly, and that is 
what we endeavored to do. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough. One last question. Mr. Ruff, did you 
ever speak with Earl Silbert about any Northrop Grumman mat- 
ters at any time? 

Mr. Ruff. Ever? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, actually, yes, ever. 

Mr. Ruff. Because I can’t recall ever speaking to Earl about this. 
I suppose somewhere in the course of our private practice the issue 
of some Northrop Grumman matter may have surfaced, but I have 
no recollection of that. 

Mr. Wilson. In September 1998 do you have any recollection of 
having any conversations with Mr. Silbert about any matter per- 
taining to Northrop Grumman? 

Mr. Ruff. I do not. I’d be perfectly happy to have my memory 
refreshed, but I don’t have any recollection. 

Mr. Burton. Counsel’s time has expired. Counsel. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Lindsay, yesterday we went over this. You 
weren’t here. I just want to go over it with you. 

When counsel was just asking you questions about funding in 
1999, the decisionmaking process then wasn’t focused on a re- 
sponse to subpoenas or subpoena compliance. The issue, as we un- 
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derstood it yesterday from the testimony we received, it was an ar- 
chival issue? 

Mr. Lindsay. Exactly, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. The mindset at the White House at that point 
wasn’t that you were violating subpoenas or weren’t producing in- 
formation to subpoenas but that you should fix the problem be- 
cause there was an archival responsibility that had to be met to 
satisfy Federal law; is that correct? 

Mr. Lindsay. Exactly, and keep in mind that we had been en- 
gaged in reconstruction of Reagan era, Bush era and early Clinton 
administration tapes, which I discussed on numerous times with 
our appropriations folks. I had people from the committee come 
down and view the tapes. The issue of reconstruction and the issue 
of the archival issues were all folded into one, and those were 
things that I had no qualms about discussing with my appropri- 
ators and did. 

Mr. Schiliro. So is there anything else that we need to know 
about the 1999 decisionmaking process in getting funding or not 
getting funding? 

Mr. Lindsay. The only other thing I would add is that it’s easy 
now to look back and look at the situation for Y2K and not appre- 
ciate the severity of the circumstances. But for us, after coming 
from a period of having less funding and an antiquated information 
technology network, we were faced with a prospect of not having 
a system operating that would serve the President of the United 
States. That was something that, frankly, we had to do everything 
in our charge to make sure we didn’t do. We had that mandate 
from the Appropriations Committee, and we got it we felt from 
Congress in terms of their support to go about doing that, and that 
what we endeavored to do, and we placed that as our first priority. 
And because all of these other issues of the operation of the e-mail 
system and other systems would become moot if our computer sys- 
tems did not operate properly. 

Mr. Schiliro. I assume your thinking would have been dif- 
ferently had you thought that this was a subpoena compliance 
problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. That is exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. And notwithstanding the Y2K problems, you 
would have devoted whatever resources had to be devoted in order 
to meet the requirements of subpoenas? 

Mr. Lindsay. Exactly correct, sir. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Ruff, counsel made the point which I think is 
the accurate one, you had no idea of the content of the e-mails, you 
testified to that before, so that the idea that somebody was making 
a conscious effort from keeping these e-mails public would be incon- 
sistent with the notion that you didn’t know what was in the e- 
mails? There might be exculpatory material there, so why would 
you be trying to keep something quiet if you had no idea what the 
content was. 

Mr. Schiliro. Exactly so. 

A broader statement I suppose is appropriate which is, good, bad 
or indifferent information, we would never have kept something 
quiet. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Ford. 
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Mr. Ford. Very quickly, I want to ask counsel if he wouldn’t 
mind, in his mind was it more important for — and I appreciate our 
counsel clarifying some of these issues for all of us and perhaps 
even some on your side of the aisle, but would you believe — Mr. 
Chairman, perhaps you can answer as well — would you believe it 
was more important for them to satisfy an archival responsibility 
or to ensure the President of the United States and all that the 
Presidency brings that the operating system at the White House 
and the information technology system at the White House did not 
collapse? 

Again, I appreciate Mr. Lindsay pointing out for us that at this 
point it’s easy to say that perhaps we overreacted to a potential 
Y2K problem, but in light of the hearings held in this committee 
by Mr. Horn, by the concerns raised by other committee members, 
Mrs. Morelia as well as Members on this side of the aisle, do you 
believe that perhaps — I’m suggesting to counsel as well, if he 
wouldn’t mind responding — that they acted inappropriately or per- 
haps wrongly for prioritizing the way they did? 

I would argue that even if you had been subpoenaed that I would 
hope that your first priority would have been to ensure that the op- 
erating systems at the White House did not collapse. That would 
seem to me — but in light of the fact that that was not the case, Mr. 
Chairman, that indeed it was a simple or near archival responsibil- 
ity now that I understand, would your counsel say that 

Mr. Burton. I’ll respond by saying that they were not mutually 
exclusive. The funds could have been acquired to look into the e- 
mail problem and hire the personnel necessary to get to the bottom 
of the e-mail problem at the same time they were dealing with the 
Y2K problem, but they never brought to the attention of the appro- 
priations subcommittee this problem. In fact, it’s deliberately 
crossed out, and that’s one of the things we’ve tried to find out, 
why was that crossed out, why was it not put into a memo that 
was going to go 

Mr. Ford. Reclaiming my time for one moment, Mr. Chairman, 
but if there was not a subpoena compliance issue problem, why 
would anything that you say be relevant? And, two, if you were in 
their shoes, sir, would your priority not have been to ensure that 
the White House operating system was Y2K compliant? Would that 
not have been your focus? 

Mr. Burton. Well, the counsel has the time. That’s fine. If you 
ask me a question and you want me to answer it, let me finish the 
answer. Don’t reclaim your time. We are not on the House floor. 
If you want me to answer a question, I’ll do it. If not, don’t ask me 
any questions. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Chairman, you’re the chairman of the committee, 
sir, but I can reclaim my time if I choose. I’m asking you a ques- 
tion. If you choose to answer it, you can, but I will reclaim my 
time. You may be chairman of this committee — you can treat these 
witnesses the way you choose, but you can’t treat members of this 
committee any way you choose. So I absolutely defer to you to an- 
swer the question, but I will not take orders from you in terms of 
when I can reclaim my time. Again, you can treat Mr. Ruff — you 
can disrupt Ms. Mills’ schedule and Mr. Lindsay’s schedule, but 
you will not 
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Mr. Burton. You do not have the time. The counsel has the 
time. 

Mr. Ford. This is our time. 

Mr. Burton. It’s the counsel’s time. 

Mr. Ford. He’s yielded to me. 

Mr. Burton. It’s the counsel’s time. If he yields to you, that’s 
fine, but don’t start telling me it’s your time. 

Mr. Ford. If you, Mr. Chairman, were working at the White 
House and charged with ensuring the White House operating sys- 
tem was Y2K compliant and you had a charge also to update this 
archival system, this responsibility that Mr. Lindsay has spoken of 
and our counsel, what would you have done? And I yield to you if 
my counsel believes it’s OK, and I believe that he does, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I would ask your counsel as well who’s whispering in 
your ear now if he were there what would he have done. 

Mr. Burton. The least the White House could have done, the 
least was to tell the relevant committees of Congress that had sub- 
poenaed documents and the independent counsels that there was 
a problem. They chose not to tell us anything, none of us, even 
though legitimate subpoenas had been sent. So even if they weren’t 
going to solve the problem, the problem should have at least been 
brought to our attention. 

Mr. Ford. Again, if you were in their shoes, what would have 
been your top priority, Mr. Chairman, at a time when the Nation 
was braced to deal with a computer breakdown, a collapse of our 
banking system, our FAA and other important government agen- 
cies, what would you have done, sir? Would you have done any- 
thing different at the time in which Mr. Lindsay was faced with 
tackling a problem that I would imagine none of us would have 
probably wanted. 

Mr. Burton. I would have done something different, and I’ve ex- 
plained that, and I will explain it one more time. They’re not mutu- 
ally exclusive. What I would have done is I would have asked the 
Congress, the Appropriations Committee, for the money to take 
care of the e-mail problem. Because all they needed was the money 
and the personnel, and they didn’t even ask the Congress for it. In 
fact, it appears as though they didn’t want the Appropriations 
Committee to know about it because they didn’t want the e-mail 
problem brought to the surface. 

Mr. Ford. It appears to me, and I think any reasonable observer 
could probably agree, that what we have is a problem and a fun- 
damental problem is that you guys have answered questions suffi- 
ciently, those at the White House, but some on this committee are 
looking for different answers, and unfortunately you cannot provide 
the answers they want because it’s simply not true. 

Now, I can respect the fact, Mr. Chairman, that those on your 
side — and, you know, you suggested it’s a mutually — they’re not 
mutually exclusive. I’m glad you all made the decision that you 
made at the White House in terms of prioritizing which responsibil- 
ities were more important. I can assure you that if you had fol- 
lowed the lead of this chairman and this Republican side here on 
this committee that not only would you have been back before this 
committee answering questions as to why you allowed the White 
House operating systems to collapse, that you would have had this 
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Congressman and Congressmen all throughout this Chamber, 
Democrats and Republicans, lambasting you, Mr. Lindsay, and 
your office for following the lead of this chairman in trying to fulfill 
an archival responsibility because of this perverse and bizarre and 
seemingly endless appetite we have for Monica Lewinsky and all 
that that entails. 

I am proud to say that this White House prioritized correctly. I 
am pleased and refreshed and somewhat surprised to hear that Mr. 
Chairman has said that maybe if you all had come back and made 
the request we would have provided the resources. I hope, Mr. 
Ruff, that you’re probably pleased to hear this as well with your 
passion for children. Perhaps if we figure out a way to come before 
this committee and ask for more moneys for school construction 
perhaps we can persuade this chairman and others on that side to 
go before the Appropriations Committee to make that request as 
well. 

I’m pleased you made the decision that you made. I’m pleased 
that you’re here today. It’s unfortunate, Ms. Mills and others, that 
your schedules have been disrupted, but it is my sincere hope that 
when all of this is over, and we only have 7 months left, thank 
God, that we will offer the three of you and so many others in this 
administration whose reputations have been smeared and tar- 
nished an apology from this committee, starting with this chair- 
man, this committee, and the others in this Congress for all that 
we have put you through. 

Ms. Mills, I apologize, Mr. Lindsay, I apologize, Mr. Ruff, I apolo- 
gize, not only to you but to your families for all that you’ve had to 
go through, not because we’ve asked these questions, these are le- 
gitimate questions, we have an oversight responsibility here, but I 
apologize for the personal attacks, I apologize for the incredulous 
behavior of some of my colleagues and more so again I apologize 
again for this bizarre appetite for more Monica Lewinsky. 

With that I yield back to my counsel whom I hope would yield 
back to the chairman. 

Mr. Schiliro. Mr. Chairman, we have 20 minutes remaining and 
we’ll yield it back. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Who seeks time on our side? No one seeks time. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Lindsay. 

Mr. Lindsay. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I think you testified before this committee last month 
here again that your No. 1 objective was to make sure that this 
problem was resolved. And we went into what exactly that meant. 
Leaving aside our different interpretations, obviously some sub- 
stantially different, of what “resolve” means, yesterday again going 
back to exhibit 94, and Mr. Heissner’s testimony, you may recall 
that Mr. Heissner made corrections to a bullet point relating to the 
MAIL2 reconstruction. Both Mr. Heissner and Mr. Lyle testified 
yesterday that these changes were made in preparation for your 
testimony before congressional appropriators on March 2, 1999. Mr. 
Lyle also testified that Kate Anderson of your staff deleted this cor- 
rected bullet point from the final memo they used to brief you for 
the appropriations hearing. Were you aware that this deletion had 
taken place? 
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Mr. Lindsay. What exhibit number is that, sir? 

Mr. Barr. 94. 

Mr. Lindsay. 94? That’s the Heissner e-mail is what I have got 
it as. Is that the one you’re referring to, sir? 

Mr. Barr. The Heissner. 

Mr. Lindsay. OK. Got it. 

Mr. Barr. So you were aware that that deletion had taken place? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I was not, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You were not. OK. Was the deletion of an accurate de- 
scription of the MAIL2 problem from a memo used to assist you in 
informing Congress consistent with trying to do your best to re- 
solve the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. First 

Mr. Barr. First inconsistent. 

Mr. Lindsay. First, I think it deserves a little explanation. First, 
the briefing book was a briefing book for me to testify before Con- 
gress. I didn’t need briefing points on matters that I already knew. 
I needed briefing points on those matters for which I was unfamil- 
iar or had numerical information, data, personnel changes, things 
like that. That’s the kind of information that belonged in the brief- 
ing book, not information about something that I was familiar. 
Therefore, though I didn’t know it at the time that Ms. Anderson 
removed that information, I believe it would be appropriate for her 
to do so because she knew that that’s something I already knew 
something about and it would be inappropriate to be included in 
my briefing book. And the briefing book was for me, not for the 
members of the committee. If they were to ask me a question about 
that matter at the time or at the hearing they could have asked 
me the question. 

Mr. Barr. Somebody used — if somebody had in mind a common 
sense notion of what a briefing book is and that is to place those 
items that are important for a person testifying before Congress, 
that is not the way you would use a briefing book? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. 

Mr. Barr. The only thing that would be in a briefing book in 
preparation for preparing you to speak to a committee are things 
that you don’t know? 

Mr. Lindsay. Things I don’t know, essentially or very, very de- 
tailed information, numerical data, things like that that I may re- 
ceive questions about so I could respond to the questions to the 
committee. 

Mr. Barr. There were bullet items in there on things that you 
did know like Y2K? 

Mr. Lindsay. The Y2K issue is, as you can imagine 

Mr. Barr. It’s there because it was important. 

Mr. Lindsay. It was there because it was a vast issue. It 
involved 

Mr. Barr. An important issue? 

Mr. Lindsay. That also, sir. 

Mr. Barr. It was an important issue. 

Mr. Lindsay. That also. 

Mr. Barr. The MAIL2 problem wasn’t there? 

Mr. Lindsay. Because I already knew about it, sir. 
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Mr. Barr. I believe it was also your testimony when you testified 
before Mr. Kolbe’s subcommittee you never even brought the 
MAIL2 problem to his attention? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I didn’t. Mr. Kolbe asked me most questions 
about Y2K and my opening statement and most of the discussion 
was about Y2K. 

Mr. Barr. So Mr. Kolbe just didn’t ask the right questions? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I had talked with people on the committee 
about reconstruction issues in the past or at the course of the rela- 
tionship that I had with the committee. The issue of the day was 
getting the resources and they had expressed very significant con- 
cerns about us providing the appropriate justification for receiving 
the resources that we needed to get. I knew that if I was unsuc- 
cessful in getting those resources, I would fail in my mission to get 
the resources to help. 

Mr. Barr. The best way to get them would be just to not bring 
it up? 

Mr. Lindsay. No. I did bring up the Y2K issue. That’s why I 
talked about it. 

Mr. Barr. I’m talking about the MAIL2 issue, not the Y2K. The 
MAIL2 issue was not brought up? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it was not brought up. 

Mr. Barr. It was specifically deleted? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it was not specifically deleted from any kind 
of 

Mr. Barr. It was inadvertently deleted? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, it was not deleted from any topic for discus- 
sion. It was removed from the briefing book which contained infor- 
mation for which I was not familiar. Primarily for detailed informa- 
tion which I didn’t have a specific recollection, I would have to re- 
fresh my recollection and I could use as a reference. 

Mr. Barr. You’re saying you were familiar with the MAIL2 prob- 
lem? 

Mr. Lindsay. Very much so. 

Mr. Barr. And you have also testified that it was an important 
issue; its resolution was an important issue? 

Mr. Lindsay. It was an important archival issue, not as impor- 
tant as receiving resources for Y2K and answering the other ques- 
tions of the committee. They had 

Mr. Barr. It was not an important issue to assure compliance 
with lawful subpoenas, it was important only for archival issues? 
Now we’re splitting that hair? 

Mr. Lindsay. Of course compliance with lawful subpoenas is very 
important, but that was not the issue that was before me then and 
that wasn’t the issue that was in question there. At least that 
wasn’t my 

Mr. Barr. That’s right. Your definition of resolving the issue 
meant only to the technical question of resolving the issue from 
that point forward? 

Mr. Lindsay. In this particular instance, the e-mail issue was an 
archival issue and a technical issue of resolving a glitch. It didn’t 
relate at that time in my thinking to production of documents or 
subpoenas. 
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Mr. Barr. Bottom line is you didn’t bring it up, even though 
you’re trying to convince us that you thought this was an impor- 
tant issue and you wanted something done with it and it was a 
high priority with you. But you didn’t even take advantage of an 
excellent opportunity before the chairman of the subcommittee that 
had authority to basically provide funds? 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t agree with the characterization of my testi- 
mony, sir. 

Mr. Barr. I’m sure you don’t. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I was not going to jump in here but this is bizarre 
as can be. You’re basically telling us you had a presentation to be 
made before the Appropriations Committee. Did you present all the 
items in the document? 

Mr. Lindsay. All what items in the document? 

Mr. Shays. All the items that were in this document. 

Mr. Lindsay. What document is that, sir? 

Mr. Shays. 134, exhibit 134. I think it’s 5 pages, isn’t it? Take 
your time. 

Mr. Lindsay. OK. What was your question, sir? 

Mr. Shays. Are you familiar with this document? 

Mr. Lindsay. I have seen it before. 

Mr. Shays. This is the — this was your preparation document be- 
fore the Appropriations Committee? 

Mr. Lindsay. This document I have seen after the hearing fairly 
recently. The information that actually ended up in my briefing 
book I did not do a comparison to see if this is exactly the same. 

Mr. Shays. So you’re going to tell me and the committee that 
this is a document that was prepared for your briefing and you 
don’t really remember seeing it or not but you can speak with such 
certainty about the fact that one thing was taken off because you 
knew about that really well. Did you know about the MAIL2 recon- 
struction better than you knew about all the other items in this 
document? I want you to take the time to look at the document. 
So all the other items you knew less about than the MAIL2 docu- 
ment? 

Mr. Lindsay. Some of them, yes, because they’re specific num- 
bers associated with matters. But let me make this very, very 
clear. The document that was actually included in my briefing book 
was not this document. 

Mr. Shays. I understand. I understand. No, I’m just trying to un- 
derstand something. 

Mr. Lindsay. And I don’t know what other deletions may have 
been made from this document, from the document that actually 
ended up in my briefing book. 

Mr. Shays. See, what’s difficult for me just being this common 
nonlawyer, what’s difficult for me is in the course of your day here 
you knew very little about this problem with the MAIL2 and you 
didn’t have documents but you said you knew so much about it you 
didn’t need information about it in your briefing. You did. You 
didn’t need information about it in your briefing, which would 
imply that you knew more about that than any of the other items 
here and I think that’s simply not true. I think you know more 
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about some of these items than the MAIL2. So it makes me begin 
to get more interested in what I consider are very evasive answers 
which you would think are not evasive. Tell me an item here that 
you knew better than the MAIL2 problem. 

Mr. Lindsay. There were several issues associated with why we 
need to get Y2K issues and why we need to get funds for it that 
I was more familiar with which I didn’t include in the briefing book 
because those are things that I was very familiar with. The 
issue 

Mr. Shays. Don’t talk so quickly here. You were more familiar 
with what? 

Mr. Lindsay. For example, the impact on people of not getting 
the resources in a timely fashion. That is something that was very, 
very important to me. The fact that the — we were facing delays 

Mr. Shays. I’m not dealing with important now. I am dealing 
with a simple question of what you knew more about or what you 
knew less about. Your only justification for why this was crossed 
off, your only justification was that you knew so much about it you 
didn’t need to have it in your briefing book. I think that’s absurd. 
And I prepare briefing books for myself and what happens in a 
briefing book, you put all the items you intend to speak about. And 
it tells you where you’re going to fit in and what you’re going to 
talk about, what you’re not going to talk about. So you’re telling 
me you knew so much about the problem of the MAIL2 problem 
that you didn’t need it in your briefing book. But we have struggled 
to get you to tell us even basic things about what you knew about 
MAIL2. I am asking this question. Are you telling me that you 
didn’t know about method ITT, that you didn’t know about IS&T 
leadership, and therefore you needed that in there. You didn’t 
know about mission critical system highlights. You didn’t know 
about all these other things and those need to be in there but 
MAIL2 problem, no, you knew about that so that didn’t need to be 
in there. Is that what you’re saying? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, I’m not saying that. 

Mr. Shays. OK. So why don’t you give me another story then. 

Mr. Lindsay. The briefing book, obviously I used the briefing 
book differently than you use your briefing book. I was using it to 
address not only those issues that were important but those issues 
where I needed to have cues, either verbal cues or information 
cues, for me to provide testimony and to respond to the questions 
which were most likely to come up at the hearing. Y2K issues were 
issues that I was informed by the members of the committee were 
certainly going to be issues that were going to come up at the hear- 
ing. Therefore, I would go into greater detail in my briefing book 
for what information was included. 

Mr. Shays. So the real answer then is since we didn’t know 
about the MAIL2 problem you weren’t going to be asked about it, 
no point in having it in your book? 

Mr. Lindsay. No, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Did we know about the problem? 

Mr. Lindsay. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Why would we know about the problem? You guys 
didn’t tell anybody. 
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Mr. Lindsay. There were lots of — I had discussions with Nor- 
throp Grumman, I got a letter from someone in Kentucky who 
works for Northrop Grumman about the matter. There are lots of 
people 

Mr. Shays. Let’s be clear. Who did you talk about? Who? 

Mr. Lindsay. It’s not that I talked about it, it’s just the record 
is replete with examples of people within the Office of Administra- 
tion and people on the outside of Office of Administration. 

Mr. Shays. Anybody in Congress? 

Mr. Lindsay. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Shays. So don’t tell us that we would know in Congress. 
That’s a little disingenuous. 

Mr. Lindsay. I cannot testify as to what Members of Congress 
knew. 

Mr. Shays. No. The people at Northrop worked for you, they 
didn’t work for us. They were your employees. It was your system, 
you knew about the system, we didn’t. At least give us that. With 
all the other things you can be, don’t be disingenuous you thinking 
that we already knew. Please don’t do that. 

Mr. Lindsay. Northrop Grumman was not my employee. 

Mr. Shays. Whose employee were they? 

Mr. Lindsay. They were contractors. Independent contractors. 

Mr. Shays. Contractors to the White House or to the Congress. 
Who were they contractors to? 

Mr. Lindsay. To the White House. 

Mr. Shays. OK. They are your contractors. They’re not your paid 
employees. They are working for you, not Congress. I’m just asking 
at least give us this, don’t suggest now that you thought we knew 
about this problem. That’s really being disingenuous. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Unless members 
have further questions of this panel, we will bid them ado. I would 
like to leave them with, and I hope they take a look at these 
memos from Mr. Barry and others, talking about how critical it 
was to get to the bottom of this as quickly as possible and nothing 
happened. But if there is no more questions of this panel we will 
thank you for your patience and your testimony. And to answering 
the questions that you did answer. And we’ll let you go and we’ll 
come back in about 10 minutes and get to the next panel. 

Mr. Ruff. Mr. Chairman, I just have one question. I want to be 
sure that I don’t take this home accidentally. A member of the staff 
appears to have left a campaign button in our briefing book here 
and I just — whoever it belongs to can pick it up. I’ll leave it right 
here for them. 

Mr. Burton. That’s right. Thank you very much. It’s not mine, 
I don’t think. We stand in recess. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. I’ve been informed that the button to which Mr. 
Ruff alluded was not left by any Member of Congress but by some- 
body in the audience and that it had some lewd material in it and 
the person who put the button on the desk has been asked to leave 
the room. So that problem is solved. The committee will reconvene. 

Thank you, Ms. Nolan, for being here. Mr. Nionakis, thank you. 
Would you please stand and be sworn? 

[Witnesses sworn.] 
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STATEMENTS OF BETH NOLAN, CHIEF COUNSEL TO THE 

PRESIDENT; AND DIMITRI NIONAKIS, ASSOCIATE COUNSEL 

TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. Burton. Be seated. Mr. Nionakis, we wanted to have you 
here today. We’re not disappointed that the chief counsel of the 
President, Ms. Nolan, is with us, but you’re the person that we 
really wanted to talk to. So do you have an opening statement you 
would like to make? 

Mr. Nionakis. I do not, sir. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Just 1 second. 

I think we’ll start off, without objection from Mr. Shays, with the 
counsel doing the questioning in accordance with the rules passed 
by the committee today. So counsel. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Nionakis, good afternoon. 

Mr. Nionakis. Good afternoon, Mr. Wilson. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Nolan. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Wilson, good afternoon. 

Mr. Wilson. Thank you very much for the — I’m glad that we 
could resolve ultimately the differences we had and thank you very 
much for the calls we had last night. There are a few things that 
I wanted to cover and I’ll try and give you a sense of where I’m 
going before I get there just so as to try and be as direct as pos- 
sible. 

One of the things we talked to the previous panel about was a 
test that was conducted to ultimately determine whether there was 
a problem that had ramifications for document production. Now, 
one of the things that we have been told is that after the problem 
was discovered in June 1998, the e-mail problem was discovered in 
June 1998, there were contacts with the White House counsel’s of- 
fice, and ultimately some type of test was conducted to determine 
something. And we’re not quite sure what because it’s been difficult 
for us. And I’m not sure, Mr. Nionakis or Ms. Nolan, whether you 
have any knowledge about this but this is one of the things that 
we’re trying to determine. What we want to find out is whether the 
White House did a thorough job and made a fair assessment of 
whether there were any documents that should or should not have 
been produced. So let’s just start with the threshold question. 
When did you first become aware of the — and I’ll use the short- 
hand. It’s the MAIL2 user problem but I’ll just call it the e-mail 
problem. That’s what we’re going to be talking about for the next 
45 minutes or hour or so — but when did you first become aware of 
the e-mail problem? 

Mr. Nionakis. It was about February 2000 of this year. 

Mr. Wilson. You had no knowledge at all of the problem prior 
to news accounts, is that fair to say? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe it was either news accounts or from peo- 
ple with whom I work, working on those matters that are reported 
in those news accounts on or about February 2000, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. That may well eliminate some questions. Mr. 
Ruff had indicated that you may or may not have been involved in 
some of the initial searches or some of the initial considerations of 
the e-mail problem. I’ll eliminate a lot of questions by asking you 
the very simple, very simple one. Do you know what the search 
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terms were that were used in 1998 after the e-mail problem was 
discovered when the White House was conducting a test? 

Mr. Nionakis. Mr. Wilson, I was not involved in that search and 
I am unaware of what those search terms were. 

Mr. Wilson. I will move completely away from that. We received 
some documents from the White House a couple of days ago that 
were initially designated subject to a privilege. I wanted to ask you 
about one of those documents. If you would, there’s a book in front 
of you, an exhibit book. If you could turn please to exhibit 144. 
Hopefully it’s been added to your book because it was just put in 
last night. 

Mr. Nionakis. I have it in front of me. 

Mr. Wilson. If you could just take a moment and look at that, 
please. These are handwritten notes. The document is marked E 
4459, and at the very top of the page it has a name Jason Baron 
and a telephone number, which we have come to learn is in Van- 
couver, Canada. And the name’s of interest to us because we un- 
derstand that Mr. Baron used to work at the Department of Jus- 
tice. 

Let me start with a threshold question. Have you seen this docu- 
ment before today? 

Mr. Nionakis. The first time I saw it was when I received it for 
production. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know who created this handwritten docu- 
ment? 

Mr. Nionakis. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Who did create the document? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe that handwriting is Jack Young’s hand- 
writing. 

Mr. Wilson. And Mr. Young I believe is the general counsel of 
the Office of Administration, is that correct? 

Mr. Nionakis. One moment, please. I believe that’s correct. He’s 
the general counsel of the Office of Administration. 

Mr. Wilson. In the privilege log we received 

Mr. Nionakis. Excuse me, Mr. Wilson, I want to amplify that. I 
believe he’s on medical leave right now. That’s why I was hesitat- 
ing as to his status. 

Mr. Wilson. I appreciate that. I’m not quite sure of his status 
myself but we don’t need to discuss that. With this document a 
privilege log was produced and the document is described as fol- 
lows: And I quote from the privilege log produced by counsel’s of- 
fice, handwritten notations of OA general counsel of conversations 
with Department of Justice attorney regarding issues raised by in- 
quiries related to the White House e-mail system. Do you know 
who prepared that description. 

Mr. Nionakis. Yes. I did. 

Mr. Wilson. Did you? Is Mr. Baron in fact a Department of Jus- 
tice attorney. 

Mr. Nionakis. As I said at the time that I prepared the docu- 
ment, my understanding was that he was a Department of Justice 
attorney. I just want to point out that the document, the draft log 
of documents subject to privilege is indeed a draft. It was prepared 
because we were trying very hard to produce that draft to you with 
the other documents that we produced last Friday. And I received 
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these documents the day before I sent that privilege, that draft 
privilege log up to you. So that is why for a number of reasons why 
I call it a draft, because it certainly would be subject to any correc- 
tions if I obtained more accurate information after that. 

Mr. Wilson. I don’t have many questions but let me explain 
where I’m going before I go there and it may be of some assistance 
to cut the time back. It’s our understanding that Mr. Baron was 
a Department of Justice attorney and was contacted at the time 
that the MAIL2 problem was first discovered in 1998, individuals 
from the White House or Office of Administration contacted Mr. 
Baron. And I’ll be perfectly honest, we don’t know what his position 
is at the Department of Justice or even whether he’s still there but 
it’s of some concern to us because we have been trying, the commit- 
tee has been trying to speak with Department of Justice attorneys. 
And the Department of Justice has advanced their argument that 
we should not be able to talk to line attorneys and we understand 
that argument and we are talking to them about that. We’re trying 
to determine whether anybody from the White House in fact con- 
tacted Mr. Baron. Do you know whether anybody called Mr. Baron? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe Mr. Young did given that — from what I 
gather from this document I believe he did, but I don’t know that 
anybody else did. 

Mr. Wilson. Do these notes represent as far as you can under- 
stand, I know you did not create them, do these notes represent 
notes taken by Mr. Young when he was talking to Mr. Baron? 

Mr. Nionakis. I would not know. I think you would have to ask 
Mr. Young that question. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you know if anybody else has had any contacts 
about Mr. Baron? 

Mr. Nionakis. Not to my knowledge, no. 

Mr. Wilson. I mean obviously I’m aware that you’re an employee 
of the executive branch and the Department of Justice is also very 
much a part of the executive branch, but we have a concern and 
I would like you to help me work through this concern that where- 
as the committee has requested a special counsel to be appointed 
in this matter because of a perception that the Department of Jus- 
tice is on both sides of an issue, the same issue, this e-mail issue, 
civil division attorneys have been assisting the White House and 
now there is apparently a campaign financing task force investiga- 
tion of possible obstruction of justice, we’re trying to determine 
whether the White House has actually been talking to Department 
of Justice attorneys and getting advice or assistance contempora- 
neously. Do you know when these notes were created? 

Mr. Nionakis. I do not. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, we appreciate that we can ask Mr. Young 
some of these questions. If you would, in your book 

Mr. Burton. Does Mr. Young work with you? 

Mr. Nionakis. Mr. Young works in the Office of Administration. 
He’s the general counsel for that office. I work in the White House 
counsel’s office. 

Mr. Burton. So you don’t have direct contact with him on a reg- 
ular basis? 

Mr. Nionakis. I have contact with him but since he has gone on 
medical leave I have not had direct contact with him. 
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Mr. Burton. I see. Did you talk to him about this note? 

Mr. Nionakis. I did not talk to him about this document, no. 

Mr. Burton. So you didn’t have any knowledge of whether or not 
he talked to Mr. Baron directly? 

Mr. Nionakis. It’s my understanding — excuse me. Are you ask- 
ing about Mr. Baron or Mr. Young? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. Did you have any knowledge whether he 
talked to Mr. Baron, Mr. Young? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe at one point Mr. Young told me that he 
did speak to Mr. Baron. 

Mr. Burton. Do you know the contents of that conversation, did 
he tell you anything about it? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe that the subject matter was that — and 
this is to the best of my recollection — that Mr. Baron had provided 
some assistance regarding I think it was an Armstrong issue. And 
he called him up about that. But again, my recollection is very 
foggy on that and I do not know exactly what that conversation 
was about. 

Mr. Burton. But you don’t know of any other content of that 
conversation other than you think he may have talked to him 
about the Armstrong? 

Mr. Nionakis. I do not recall any other content of that conversa- 
tion. 

Mr. Wilson. If you could, in the book in front of you, please take 
a look at exhibit 60. 

Mr. Nionakis. 60? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes. And that’s a letter from yourself to a member 
of our staff Andre Hollis, who’s a senior counsel on this committee. 
It’s a letter about searches conducted by the White House for docu- 
ments related to the Waco tragedy. If you take just a moment and 
at least refresh your recollection. Now, I just wanted to 

Mr. Nionakis. I’m sorry, one moment. 

Mr. Wilson. Sure. 

Mr. Nionakis. OK. 

Mr. Wilson. I really just want to direct your attention to one 
representation made in the letter. Toward the end the paragraph 
that begins before the numbered points, you note that the — actu- 
ally that’s not what I’m looking at, the final sentence I believe is 
the EOP believes that this search sufficiently covered the scope of 
the committee’s subpoena. Now, given that you’ve just indicated 
that you only learned about the e-mail problem this year, can you 
tell us whether you believe that this — is this statement still accu- 
rate or is this statement not accurate? 

Mr. Nionakis. First of all, I would like to say that I had several 
conversations with Mr. Hollis about the subpoena. I think we 
reached a reasonable accommodation on this in which we did 
produce, as the letter states, certain documents. I cannot say one 
way or the other whether given my awareness of the MAIL2 and 
letter D errors now that we have indeed provided everything. And 
of course, we would go back and search those materials as soon as 
they are available. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s what I’m getting at. If you have the oppor- 
tunity now you would do that search and that would be — that 
would enable you to make a representation that you had looked in 
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all of the places that might be relevant to this document produc- 
tion? 

Mr. Nionakis. We would certainly look there, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Yeah. That’s not to say there’s anything there, but 
it’s a place to look. And this letter does stand for something that 
we discussed in the previous panel. It’s very important to note that 
here this is a situation where you did come to an accommodation 
with us, and we mutually agreed that there were certain things 
that did not need to be produced and it was embodied in the letter 
and we appreciate those conversations. 

Mr. Nionakis. As do I, Mr. Wilson. I think you and I have had 
many discussions, we have had many differences but I think we’ve 
reached many, many agreements on previous occasions about docu- 
ments and productions and so forth. 

Mr. Wilson. Once the White House learned about the MAIL2 
problem, have there been any discussions that you’ve been privy to 
where individuals have suggested that bodies that have sought doc- 
uments such as ourselves should be officially notified that searches 
that have been conducted in the past may not be complete? 

Mr. Nionakis. I believe our office has attempted to notify those 
bodies and certainly respond to any inquiries from those bodies. 

Mr. Wilson. I mean, I’m looking more for something formal. We 
obviously know there have been lots of newspaper articles and dis- 
cussion in various venues but one of the things that I don’t think 
we have to this day is any type of certification that there may be 
places that you should look for documents. And I’m being — you 
know, I’m dancing around this — that would be the e-mails that are 
under consideration. There does not appear to be a sort of an offi- 
cial statement that there may be places that you do need to look. 
Perhaps this is something that could be provided to us. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Wilson, if I may interrupt for a second since I 
think you’re asking for something from our office. What is it that 
you would like us to provide to you? 

Mr. Wilson. Well, just as in the past we received certifications 
that to the best of your knowledge documents have been produced, 
though we have to live in the framework of statements made by 
White House counsel and others about what’s going on here, it 
would be helpful to us to have some type of official recognition that 
there are materials or there are at least documents that need to 
be searched for responsiveness. That’s obviously not a representa- 
tion that there’s anything there but at least a representation that 
there are documents that need to be searched for responsiveness 
and I guess that’s a request that we’re making of you now. And we 
can discuss that later. 

Ms. Nolan. Certainly, Mr. Wilson. I just want you to know that 
one of the things we’ve been doing is going back to collect all pre- 
vious investigative requests and identify for ourselves what re- 
quests might have covered the MAIL2 or letter D problems and 
identify those so that we can then know, have the entire universe 
of searches that need to be done and we would certainly notify this 
committee and other investigative bodies once we’ve completed that 
list. 
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Mr. Wilson. This may not be the time or place to have this ex- 
change but is there a current plan to prioritize searches that the 
White House counsel’s office has developed? 

Ms. Nolan. Our plan is to work in coordination with the relevant 
investigative bodies to come up with a list of priorities. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. I only ask that because that process has not 
yet begun. 

Ms. Nolan. My understanding is that some people have made 
some initial identification of what they think would want to be 
done. But we’ve been quite clear that we cannot set priorities until 
it’s done through the counsel’s office with the investigative bodies. 

Mr. Wilson. That sounds somewhat like an elective process. It 
sounds like your putting the ball in our court to now provide 

Ms. Nolan. No. No. No. We will notify when we’re ready to make 
those priorities so that you can participate in those discussions. I’m 
not expecting you to think you need to come forward. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Nionakis, you said, I think, that you didn’t 
know about the e-mail problem or were not made aware of it until 
when, February of this year? 

Mr. Nionakis. 2000, yes sir. 

Mr. Burton. How long have you been the White House counsel’s 
office? 

Mr. Nionakis. Since early March 1997. 

Mr. Burton. 1997. And you worked closely with Ms. Mills and 
Mr. Ruff? 

Mr. Nionakis. They were my superiors, yes. 

Mr. Burton. You never heard anything about the e-mails or 
knew anything before the problem until February of this year? 

Mr. Nionakis. That’s correct, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Ms. Nolan, I would just like to followup on some- 
thing that we discussed at the last hearing and this is one reason 
it’s very helpful for you to have returned. You indicated to us that 
you would investigate the e-mail matter and I’m wondering wheth- 
er you’ve made any inquiries as to what the search terms were that 
were used back in 1998 when the problem was first discovered. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Wilson, I do not know what the search terms 
were. I’ve not been able to identify them. We were able to locate 
the materials and provide them to the independent counsel, who 
now has them and is finishing that investigation, conducting that 
investigation. 

Mr. Wilson. Is it fair to say that you have gone to all of the rel- 
evant places and asked all of the relevant people and they’ve sim- 
ply been unable to identify what the search terms from 1998 were? 

Ms. Nolan. I have not been able to identify who asked for the 
search to be done or what the search terms were and I’ve — I or my 
staff have asked I think everyone we could think of. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, if we can just turn for a moment to the privi- 
lege log that was produced and I know that Mr. Nionakis made a 
representation that it was a draft log, but one of the difficulties we 
confronted and it’s been an ongoing concern of ours over the past 
2 years 

Ms. Nolan. I’m sorry, Mr. Wilson, do we have the privilege log 
here? 
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Mr. Wilson. I can provide you a copy. I’m not sure if it’s an ex- 
hibit. I didn’t want it in the book. If you could wait just one mo- 
ment we’ll have a copy brought down to you. 

I looked down. Did you get the copy of the privilege log. They dis- 
appeared. Ms. Nolan, while we’re waiting one of the questions I 
was going to ask at the end was whether or not the Department 
of Justice has interviewed either yourself or members of your staff. 
Have interviews been conducted of your staff? 

Ms. Nolan. I have met with the Department of Justice regarding 
this matter. They’ve not interviewed me. And they have requested 
interviews of certain members of the staff. And I believe my staff 
is coordinating with them to make those available. I don’t know 
which ones have been accomplished yet. 

Mr. Wilson. So those will take place at some point in the not 
too distant future? 

Ms. Nolan. You would have to ask the Department of Justice 
when they’ll take place but the ones that have been requested are 
being set up, yes. 

Mr. Wilson. If we could hopefully now — do you have a copy of 
the privilege log? If you take just a moment and look at that. 

Ms. Nolan. Sure. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m not going to ask any detailed questions. I just 
want to ask about the subject of executive privilege claim. In my 
experience claims of executive privilege are quite extraordinary. I 
know that President Ford made one such claim, President Carter 
made one executive privilege claim. President Reagan made 3 
claims, President Bush made 1 claim, President Clinton has made 
14 claims. Now, this stands for the proposition that it’s quite rare 
to claim executive privilege. 

And I guess what I’m looking at here, having looked at these doc- 
uments that have been submitted to us and I know that privilege 
was not claimed for them, but they were withheld from us subject 
to privilege initially. Many of these documents don’t appear to come 
even close, remotely close to qualifying for executive privilege sta- 
tus. For example, there was what appears to be a handwritten note 
by the counsel, not even White House counsel but the Office of Ad- 
ministration counsel, about a document that was discussed at our 
previous hearing and the extent of the document is not great as it 
has the document number and a few other words on it. And it’s — 
I’ll characterize this but it’s obviously vexing to us to see docu- 
ments like that put under a subject of executive privilege claim. 
From our perspective it would be easier just to get those documents 
with a little bit less difficulty. My question, and I’m rambling here, 
but my question is did the White House have any consultation with 
the Department of Justice before it submitted the privilege log to 
us? 

Ms. Nolan. We did not have consultation with the Department 
of Justice before we submitted the privilege log. I should tell you 
that the normal process here which I’m aware of from my time in 
government service starting in 1981 at the Justice Department is 
that agency general counsels normally make initial determinations 
about what they think may be subject to privilege. They then en- 
gage in discussions and what is the constitutional accomodation 
process with the relevant congressional committee. 
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And when at the point at which accommodation may not be suc- 
ceeding the Department of Justice is often then brought there to 
determine whether there should be in fact a formal assertion of ex- 
ecutive privilege. So this was at the very start of the process, not 
a place where we normally would engage the Department of Justice 
unless we had some peculiar issues. 

And I would disagree with your characterization here. What 
these were were attorney work product either in preparation for 
this investigation or after the matter was discovered and the law- 
yers knew that there would be such an investigation. These weren’t 
documents about the discovery of the MAIL2 problem at the time. 
They were in fact the documents of the lawyers preparing for an 
investigation, classic attorney/client or attorney work product as 
subsumed in executive privilege for the executive branch, the kind 
of thing that is routinely put on a privilege log and then discussed 
with the committee in which the executive’s interest in keeping 
those documents confidential is balanced against the committee’s 
legitimate needs to receive the information. 

Mr. Wilson. I understand your concerns. I do understand the 
valid concerns of attorney work product or attorney/client privilege 
aspects but executive privilege claims should be made sparingly 
and we would take them with a great deal of seriousness and from 
our perspective it appears that there’s a cheapening of the execu- 
tive privilege claim when there’s almost a blanket referral to all 
documents as potentially subject to executive privilege. 

Now I understand from your answer you can extrapolate all doc- 
uments that go to executive privilege ultimately but it appears that 
some of these didn’t come close to a serious claim of executive privi- 
lege. 

Ms. Nolan. I completely disagree, Mr. Wilson. First of all, these 
were 7 documents out of over 4,000 that I believe we’ve provided 
to you. So the place where I had concern was where the executive 
might be in the position of revealing not information about the 
committee’s quite appropriate area of inquiry, but instead informa- 
tion about how the executive was preparing to respond to the in- 
vestigation. That that would get into micro management, into the 
internal deliberations of the executive branch, that that is exactly 
the kind of thing that calls for a discussion between the committee 
and the relevant executive agency, in this case the White House 
and the Office of the Counsel to the President. That’s exactly what 
this does. This log is an invitation to talk. And that’s what we 
wanted to do. 

Mr. Wilson. We appreciate that. I don’t dispute what you say 
there. I just have one very brief subject left and that is documents 
that have been produced to us, some of the witnesses we have 
talked to have indicated that they have received sets of documents 
in advance of interviews or appearances here before this commit- 
tee. And I’m wondering whether you know of documents being pro- 
duced to any potential witnesses, any type of potential witness in 
this e-mail matter. 

Ms. Nolan. You know, I certainly saw documents before I came 
up and testified. I don’t know if that’s what you mean but I cer- 
tainly saw some of the documents that our office had produced or 
had discovered as part of my investigation. I’m not 
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Mr. Wilson. Let me take that a little bit further. Do you know 
of any documents being produced to anybody who was not an em- 
ployee of the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t think so, but you might be able to refresh my 
recollection. That’s — you know, I can’t think of a specific example 
now. 

Mr. Wilson. If you can’t you can’t. I understand that. 

Ms. Nolan. It may be that some former employees were provided 
information. 

Mr. Wilson. That’s what I’m driving at actually. I’m driving at 
former employees and not necessarily the White House but the Of- 
fice of Administration. Do you know whether any former employees 
of either the White House or the Office of Administration were pro- 
vided with any documents by the White House? 

Ms. Nolan. I don’t believe I know that that was the case, no. I 
can’t think of any such examples. The only reason I’m hesitating, 
Mr. Wilson, is it would not surprise me if a former employee was 
provided with one of his or her own documents, something like 
that. I don’t know if that happened but I think I would not take 
particular note of it. So I might have learned of it. 

Mr. Wilson. I understand. Nor would we, I believe. But it’s our 
understanding that much wider categories of documents you know, 
many of the documents we’ve been looking at are e-mails and it ap- 
pears to us that documents that may be other people’s e-mails to 
other individuals have been provided to potential witnesses in an- 
ticipation of their either interview or testimony before us. 

And my simple question would be, would that be inappropriate 
to provide information that was not germane to that particular per- 
son, say somebody else’s private e-mails. We got them because we 
subpoenaed them but what I’m asking you and I’ll ask both of you 
would it be appropriate to provide an e-mail that party A sent to 
party B to person C, would that be inappropriate for the White 
House or the Office of Administration to do that? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Wilson, I think you would have to see the spe- 
cific example. It would depend on whether somebody had author- 
ized it, it might depend on whether it was something the person 
had probably previously seen but didn’t have a copy of. So I don’t 
know that I can answer the question in the abstract. 

Mr. Burton. Counsel, our time has expired. The ranking minor- 
ity member, Mr. Waxman, is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to start off with 
two points: One, how accommodating this White House has been in 
trying to get documents to this committee that have been re- 
quested, even documents for which I think there’s an argument 
that there is no reason for you to have to turn them over. I must 
say I agree that executive privilege ought to be used sparingly but 
there are times when documents ought not to be turned over to 
Congress appropriately, whether it’s deliberations with the Presi- 
dent and his staff or people within the executive branch. I don’t 
think that ought to be made public. I don’t think that ought to be 
turned over to the Congress. I don’t want that to be used as an ex- 
cuse to refuse to turn over documents and it seems to me you have 
not made that excuse. You’ve been very forthcoming in getting in- 
formation to us. 
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And the second point I want to make is we just had a half hour 
of questions from our committee counsel of you that could have 
been asked without having you come down here for a hearing. 
There was nothing that was asked that I don’t believe couldn’t 
have been discussed and resolved in a conversation on the phone. 
Yet you had to drop everything that you’re doing to be here to an- 
swer these questions. And I just would hope that in the future the 
majority would try to work things out through discussions and mu- 
tual accommodations than to have your schedule disrupted, all of 
the members — well, there aren’t that many but those members that 
are here and the press, and there aren’t many of them either, have 
to take all the time to be here to go through this whole issue. 

I want to contrast what is happening here with what I experi- 
enced when I chaired a subcommittee and we had the Bush admin- 
istration in power. I was very involved in environmental issues. 
And in the environmental area the law was often written to require 
the Environmental Protection Agency as the agency in charge to 
write the appropriate regulations. They had to do it pursuant to 
the Administrative Act, the Administrative Procedure Act. They 
had to follow certain protocols, they had to have documents on the 
record. And then their opinions could be challenged if they didn’t 
have sufficient base in the record for the conclusion they reached. 
That was the way the law was written, that’s the way the law was 
supposed to work. 

Well, there was a group called the Competitiveness Council. And 
that was an organization that was not in the law at all, it was 
something that Vice President Quayle had organized. And this 
Competitiveness Council met with the industries that were affected 
by regulations. And these industries would lobby Vice President 
Quayle and his staff to intervene in these deliberations by the En- 
vironmental Protection Agency to give the industries a break. They 
shouldn’t have to reduce pollution so much. They shouldn’t have to 
spend money to meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act or 
other environmental laws. I thought this was an extralegal, if not 
illegal action on the part of the administration at that time. 

We requested documents from the executive branch and we kept 
on getting stonewalled by them. So I was surprised to hear the 
counsel talk about the number of times that executive privilege 
was used by the Bush administration. Maybe they didn’t use execu- 
tive privilege but they stonewalled us every step of the way. They 
wouldn’t even tell us what businesses and industries wrote to them 
requesting that they intervene with the regulatory agencies. This 
is obviously no privilege in any way that I could understand it in 
terms of internal deliberations within the White House. But they 
wouldn’t even give us that information. 

And yet you’re now being asked and have complied with informa- 
tion that regards the internal deliberations of the White House 
counsel’s office. 

So I think it is quite remarkable to compare any criticism of your 
office where you sometimes draw a line and say there are some 
things that need not and should not be turned over to Congress, 
compared to the Bush administration where they drew that line 
very, very broadly and I think misused their powers. 
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Now, you were here, I guess, 3 or 4 weeks ago on this whole 
issue of the data base so — how many hours were you here; do you 
recall? 

Ms. Nolan. I think it was about 6. 

Mr. Waxman. Six hours. 

Ms. Nolan. Well, I had lunch. 

Mr. Waxman. Your day had to be devoted basically to being here 
answering questions. In addition to that, you had to review all of 
the information in preparation for it, and I am sure after you left, 
you had a huge headache which required at least a couple of hours 
to get over before you went back to work. There will probably be 
some time for all of the things that you didn’t do that day as part 
of your job as the White House counsel, because basically that is 
what this hearing is all about. 

These series of hearings are to criticize people in the White 
House counsel’s office for not having paid enough attention to one 
issue that wasn’t really that visible at that time when they were 
dealing with so many other issues before them. 

I want to start by asking you again this Mail2 reconstruction 
process, it is an issue over which there is some confusion. The 
chairman has accused the White House of trying to delay the re- 
construction of the Mail2 e-mails until after the election in Novem- 
ber. He stated that the White House was trying to, quote, run out 
the clock. 

Ms. Nolan, do you think that accusation is accurate? 

Ms. Nolan. I do not. 

Mr. Waxman. Why not? 

Ms. Nolan. We have spent — since coming to understand the 
Mail2 and letter D problem, we have spent a huge number of hours 
to try to resolve the problem. We are working very hard at getting 
the problem resolved. I have attended meetings with the Office of 
Administration and contractors. It is very unusual for the White 
House counsel to be talking to contractors to the Office of Adminis- 
tration, but I have gone to those meetings to make sure that every- 
body understands what a high priority this is, how important it is 
that we think creatively about ways to get it resolved. 

If we could get these e-mails searched tomorrow, I would be 
thrilled about it. 

Mr. Waxman. When do you anticipate that we will be getting 
these e-mails before our committee? 

Ms. Nolan. What I have been told is that we can start to expect 
to do searches next month, and we will do that on a rolling basis. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Lindsay testified today that decisions about 
what materials will be produced first will be made by the White 
House counsel’s office in consultation with our committee and other 
investigative bodies; is that an accurate statement? 

Ms. Nolan. That is absolutely accurate. 

Mr. Waxman. So you are going to produce these e-mails and 
going back over the whole data base and pulling out the e-mails, 
and you will give them to our committee and the other investiga- 
tors, and you are even going to take into consideration what we 
consider or what the majority and minority consider the highest 
priority for e-mail information? 
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Ms. Nolan. We will identify what tapes should be searched first, 
and we will make that determination in concert with the relevant 
investigative bodies. 

Now, I understand that those bodies may have disputes about 
what they want to have searched first. This is a situation where 
I think we will accommodate whatever agreement can be reached 
by the investigative bodies. I don’t have a particular interest in 
which one it is so much as I have an interest in making sure that 
we are able to get those things that people identify as the highest 
priorities searched first. 

Mr. Waxman. I wanted to know if there are any e-mails on 
Monica Lewinsky because I don’t think that the Starr report went 
into enough detail for me. I think there is more for us to know; and 
once we know it, we will certainly have enough information on 
Monica Lewinsky. 

That was sarcasm. 

Ms. Nolan, I understand that Mr. Burton sought the appearance 
of one of your staff members, Mr. Nionakis, who is here, to explain 
decisions made by your office regarding the production of certain 
items requested by the committee. I also understand that you at- 
tempted to reach Mr. Burton and his staff to discuss this request. 
Is that accurate? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes, that is correct, and I want to say, Mr. Waxman, 
that Mr. Wilson and I were able to speak last night several times, 
including once late in the evening. He was able to confer with the 
chairman this morning, and in those conversations I said that if 
there were going to be questions about our office’s decisions regard- 
ing privilege or production of documents, that I as the counsel 
wanted to answer that rather than have one of my associate coun- 
sels answer those questions since those are decisions of the coun- 
sel’s office and decision of the counsel. 

Mr. Wilson and the chairman accommodated that request. We 
had some misunderstanding about whether we were going to be 
able to speak; but once we did, they accommodated that request, 
and that is why I am here. 

Mr. Waxman. I am very pleased to hear that, and I want to com- 
mend the chairman for reaching that understanding. It is only rea- 
sonable if someone wants to question the decision I made, I don’t 
want them subpoenaing my staff people that gave me differing 
points of view. They ought to question me as to how I decided and 
why I decided. Otherwise people work for you, and they give you 
different opinions, they are going to feel intimidated about giving 
you their best judgment if they think that you have to go through 
all of the deliberative process of everyone that works for you hav- 
ing to come before the Congress and testify under oath as to what 
they said and their perspective. Is that 

Ms. Nolan. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Waxman. I appreciate that the chairman was sensitive to it, 
and I am sorry that it took until last night. Maybe if you had a 
further opportunity, you would not have had to come here at all, 
because what we really needed was for you to have a chance to talk 
to each other and clarify these issues. 

Ms. Nolan. I think Mr. Wilson and I agreed, and I hope that he 
conveyed this to the chairman, that I hope these are the kinds of 
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conversations that we will be able to continue having whenever 
necessary before we get involved in calling people up to testify. I 
think we will be able to do that and work together. 

Mr. Waxman. I am glad you made that point, and I think it is 
very forthcoming on your part, and I am pleased to hear that they 
responded in the conversation last night. May this be the beginning 
of a wonderful relationship. And let’s do our jobs in a professional 
manner, but to have you come back 3 weeks after you spent 6 
hours here to answer questions which could have been answered in 
a telephone conversation strikes me as an unfortunate waste of 
your time and ours. Our time is all being paid for by the taxpayers, 
and they ought to feel that their money is not being wasted. 

In a May 3 letter to the chairman, you expressed concern about 
this issue, and I would like to have that letter in the record. I think 
there was a May 3 — May 2 and May 3 letter to the chairman, and 
perhaps his letters to you all ought to be part of this hearing 
record. 

Mr. Chairman, if you have no objection, I would like to ask unan- 
imous consent. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INGTON 


May 3, 2000 


BY FACSIMILE AND MAIL 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Two days ago, on Monday, May i, you sent a letter to 
Dimitri Nionakis, Associate Counsel to the President, objecting 
to two determinations made by this Office regarding your 
subpoena of March 9, 2000. You indicated that you intended to 
call Mr. Nionakis to testify to explain those decisions. 

After reviewing your letter, I telephoned you on both 
Monday and Tuesday and, when I was unable to reach you, I called 
your Chief Counsel, Jim Wilson, also with no success. Although 
I could have insisted on our rights on this matter, I instead 
decided to provide the material you sought. I did this to 
accommodate the Committee and in the hope that we could avoid 
expending government resources on a protracted dispute. 

You now have the materials that you sought. Nonetheless, 
our effort at conciliation has been met with no similar effort 
on your Committee's part. Your Chief Counsel has stated that 
the Committee now seeks Mr. Nionakis 's testimony to explain the 
decisions about producing the materials provided yesterday, and 
to address other compliance issues. 

You seek to invade the internal deliberations of the Office 
of the Counsel to the President by compelled testimony, without 
making any effort to address your concerns in a manner that is 
less intrusive. If, whenever your staff disagrees with one of 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
May 3, 2000, page 2 

our decisions, our lawyers are compelled to testify about 
internal deliberations regarding those decisions, our lawyers 
cannot do the jobs assigned them. Disagreements about these 
issues have historically been addressed - and resolved — through 
conversations between our staffs and, if necessary, 
conversations between the Chairman and the Counsel. As then- 
Assistant Attorney General William P. Barr wrote in 1989: 

The process of accommodation requires that each 
branch explain to the other why it believes its needs 
to be legitimate. Without such an explanation, it may 
be difficult or impossible to assess the needs of one 
branch and relate them to those of the other. At the 
same time, requiring such an explanation imposes no 
great burden on either branch. If either branch has a 
reason for needing to obtain or withhold information, 

.it should be able to express it. 

Memorandum Opinion for the General Counsel's Consultative 
Group from William P. Barr, Assistant Attorney General, 

Office of Legal Counsel, 13 Op. OLC 153, 159 (1989) . 

As I stated in my letter to your counsel Mr. Wilson 
yesterday, if the Committee has issues that it cannot 
satisfactorily resolve with discussions between our 
staffs - including your desire to obtain Mr. Nionakis's 
testimony - the questions should be directed to me. I 
request the opportunity to speak with you about these 
matters at a mutually convenient time, so that we can 
explain our interests to each other and seek a mutually 
acceptable solution. 

I continue to hope that we can work amicably. 


Sincerely, 

Beth Nolan 

Counsel to the President 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Mr. Waxman. Your May 3 letter noted that there historically has 
been a view that accommodation is an important part of this proc- 
ess of inquiries between branches of government. Your understand- 
ing is consistent with that of the previous administration’s. As your 
letter noted, in 1989, then Assistant Attorney General William 
Barr stated, and I want to quote your quote of his quote — Mr. Barr, 
the Attorney General, said, the process of accommodation requires 
that each branch explain to the other why it believe its needs to 
be legitimate. Without such an explanation, it may be difficult or 
impossible to assess the needs of one branch and relate them to 
those of the others. At the same time requiring such an expla- 
nation imposes no great burden on either branch. If either branch 
has a reason for needing to obtain or withhold information, it 
should be able to express it. 

Ms. Nolan, do you believe that this committee has allowed the 
White House’s counsel office with appropriate opportunity to ex- 
press its reason for recent requests from this committee? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Waxman, I was trying to do that over the past 
several days. I was frustrated that I did not feel that we were en- 
gaging in the accommodation process. I think we had a very helpful 
conversation with Mr. Wilson last night, and I think we have come 
to an agreement which I hope we will have a beautiful relationship 
in which we will engage in the accommodation process when we 
have concerns. 

I understand, and I am sure this committee agrees with me, that 
there are going to be great disagreements about some matters, and 
they will be disagreements that sometimes may be quite vigorous, 
but I think as long as we are forthcoming about them, identify, as 
we did in this privilege log, what documents we are concerned 
about and talk about, I hope that we can reach a resolution, as we 
did here. 

Both of the documents on the privilege log and the other set of 
material, the e-mails that have been requested, I did provide. 
When I hadn’t been able to reach the chairman or Mr. Wilson, I 
decided to just go ahead and send them on Tuesday. So they have 
been provided to the committee, so we are now simply talking 
about a log that really no longer — it is a draft that never became 
a final because we ended up providing the documents. 

Mr. Waxman. There are legitimate differences between the 
branches, and those things need to be worked out and discussed. 
There are differences between the political parties, but we ought to 
try to find out if there are places for accommodations. And if there 
are disagreements, it doesn’t mean that one side is disloyal to this 
country and the other side is true blue American. We have dif- 
ferences of opinion by people who both love this country and sup- 
port its Constitution and its institutions. 

And I haven’t heard very often praise from the other side of the 
aisle, praise of what any Democrat has said, but I want to praise 
what a Republican has said, and that is Mr. Barr. And I disagreed 
with him a lot when he was a Republican Attorney General during 
the Bush administration. I disagreed with him on a lot of issues, 
but I think his position, as you quoted him, expresses the basis for 
the two branches trying to understand each other. If one branch 
wants some information, we ought to be able to, if it is us, to ex- 
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plain why we feel we need it. And if the executive branch feels that 
there is some reason that you shouldn’t give it, you ought to be 
able to explain that, and we will work through the process if it 
comes to a confrontation. But I don’t see the need for constant par- 
tisan confrontation. I think we could be spending our time in so 
much more of a productive way. 

I was so impressed by Cheryl Mills’ statement to this committee 
this morning. I would recommend the text of it to you if you have 
an opportunity in your spare time to read it, because what she said 
to us in a very heartfelt way is that there are problems. And this 
committee which has jurisdiction for oversight and investigations 
on any problem facing this Nation could be looking into some of 
these real problems, and we have spent so much of our time in par- 
tisan — partisan kind of fights, investigations that are one-sided. 

This committee had a campaign finance investigation. Did we 
look into abuses of campaign finance laws by Democrats and Re- 
publicans? No, it was an investigation of presumed abuses by 
Democrats, some of which were real, and it was only about Demo- 
crats. Does anyone believe that campaign laws are only abused by 
Democrats? And yet this committee refused to even look at those 
allegations of concern where Republicans may have stepped out of 
bounds. 

I think we are all moving to better a situation because yesterday 
the chairman agreed with us and made accommodations that we 
are going to get the Justice Department 302s in some of those Re- 
publican campaign finance issues where they did some interviews 
with people who may well have something to — something to say 
that may be relevant on the accusations about Republican cam- 
paign finance abuses. 

But there are so many other problems we ought to be dealing 
with. I am at the point where I would be welcoming this committee 
to look at Elian Gonzalez, because we have had four hearings on 
this issue, and we have about exhausted it. Maybe we will have 
more. I would like us to look at the high prices of prescription 
drugs that the elderly pay because Medicare doesn’t pay for it. I 
would like us to look at environmental problems, some of which I 
think cause the high rate of cancer in this country. I would like us 
to look to see if there is an innovative way that we can improve 
the education system in this country so we can educate our chil- 
dren to compete in a new global economy. I would like to look at 
international problems to see if we can make this a safer planet 
and reach out to other countries to give incentives for people to try 
to find areas of agreement internationally. 

I think there is a whole plethora of issues that we could be talk- 
ing about, but what we have done in four hearings is we took a 
data base system that the White House contracted to have created 
to capture the e-mails in order to archive them for historical pur- 
poses, and after that contract was let out for these archiving of the 
e-mails and retrieval of them to be archived, it turned out that the 
contractor ended up making some technical mistake, and some e- 
mails were not being captured. When it was discovered, people 
moved to correct that problem, and it was corrected prospectively. 

Now the issue that we are faced with in four hearings so far was 
whether there were lost e-mails retroactively. It appears that the 
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White House counsel’s office thought that all of the e-mails that the 
investigators who wanted e-mails were turned over to them be- 
cause there are other ways to get the e-mails off the individual 
computers as well as the centralized system, and that may not 
have been the case. But to assume that it is a conspiracy and ob- 
struction of justice, perjury and all of the others things thrown so 
loosely around this committee, everyone else is guilty of a crime if 
there is some mistake made, can’t help but lead to an exacerbation 
of the problems between the branches and between the parties, and 
it has kept us from looking at areas where we could be together 
dealing with the real concerns of the American people. 

You have been here for a number of hours, and I see that Mr. 
Shays is ready to ask you more questions, as is appropriate under 
the rules. We may have other questions as well. We will ask all of 
the questions that anybody might want to ask you of you, and I 
hope in the future the spirit in which you undertook conversations 
with the majority on our committee last night will lead to ways to 
get to the basic information we want without disturbing 
everybody’s schedule and wasting our time and wasting taxpayers’ 
money so we can get to the information, get to it in the most effi- 
cient possible way and find out if there is wrongdoing. 

If there is wrongdoing, I don’t care if it is Democratic or Repub- 
lican wrongdoing, if there is a criminal violation, it should be pros- 
ecuted. If somebody makes an accusation and it turns out to be 
wrong, they should apologize. We should let the truth speak for 
itself and not simply go from one accusation to another. 

Obviously I have taken a lot of my time because each side is 
given a half hour. I don’t have anything else to ask you. I am going 
to yield back the balance of my time. I hope that at some point we 
can conclude this hearing that has gone on far longer than I think 
is necessary. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. I know that is encouragement on your part, the gen- 
tleman from California not to ask questions, but I haven’t asked 
questions of this panel yet. 

Mr. Waxman. That is not the case. 

Mr. Shays. It sounded that way. I guess I misinterpreted it. 

Ms. Nolan, I am curious why you are here today. Why did you 
feel that you needed and wanted to be here? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, my understanding was that the commit- 
tee wanted to ask questions about the office’s decision to put items 
on a privilege log or its interpretations of the subpoena. Those are 
decisions of the counsel’s office and of the counsel, and my under- 
standing also is that the past practice has been when similar ques- 
tions were put to associate counsel by this or other committees, Mr. 
Ruff had sat and answered those questions rather than having the 
associate counsels do that. I asked for the same treatment, and the 
chairman granted it. 

Mr. Shays. Just for the record, you are here because you wanted 
to be here? 

Ms. Nolan. I am here voluntarily. 

Mr. Shays. We did not ask you to be here? 

Ms. Nolan. That is absolutely correct. What you did, do, how- 
ever, was ask someone who I did not think should be asked to ap- 
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pear here to answer those questions. I tried to reach an accommo- 
dation with the committee about getting the right person to answer 
the questions. 

Mr. Shays. I don’t want Mr. Waxman or anyone else to suggest 
that we asked you to come again. Frankly, you made it clear to us 
that you started in September last year? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. So all of the questions about what happened in June 
1998, you were basically telling us that you knew nothing about it. 

Ms. Nolan. No, I came to answer those questions about the 
privilege that we discussed. 

Mr. Shays. I understand. I am just explaining to you. 

Mr. Nionakis, you have worked in the White House since when? 

Mr. Nionakis. Since March 1997. 

Mr. Shays. You were sworn in, correct? 

Mr. Nionakis. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. The reason you are sworn is because then you have 
a legal obligation to tell the truth; is that correct? 

Mr. Nionakis. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. So if we picked up the phone and said, by the way, 
did you happen to get any — for instance, did you see this document 
that talked about the 246,000 e-mails that slipped by under the 
Mail2 problem, you could have said, no, I don’t know anything 
about it, it would be a meaningless statement under law if we did 
it by phone; isn’t that correct? Or whatever you said by phone, it 
would have no legal standing, would it? 

Mr. Nionakis. I would try and answer honestly and accurately. 

Mr. Shays. I respect that, but the point is this is an investigation 
in which we need to swear you in. Unfortunately, you are here be- 
cause we needed to swear you in. When you said that you didn’t 
know anything about this problem until February of this year, you 
did it under oath? 

Mr. Nionakis. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. That is why you are here. We had questions that had 
you answered differently, and we had no way of knowing under 
oath how you would have answered, we would have asked you 
other questions. That is why you are here, and it doesn’t take a 
rocket scientist to know that. 

You also wrote a puzzling letter to the committee, and I think 
you know what letter it is. It is the letter of April 28, exhibit 139. 
Maybe there is an answer for it, but it sure puzzles me. I will give 
you time to look at that letter. It is from you, I believe, and it is 
addressed to our counsel, James Wilson. 

[Exhibit 139 follows:] 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 


April 28, 2000 

BY HAND 

James Wilson, Chief Counsel 
Committee on Government .Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2357 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

I am responding to your voice message from Tuesday afternoon in which you inquired about the 
status of the Executive Office of the President's document production in response to the 
Committee's March 9, 2000 subpoena. 

Enclosed please find responsive materials bearing document control numbers E 4237-441. Also 
enclosed please find a draft log of documents subject to privilege. The documents produced and 
identified today comprise the remainder of the responsive materials that the EOP has located to 
date. If we become aware of additional responsive materials, however, we will produce them 
promptly. 

In your voice mail message, you also stated that it was the Committee's position that a copy of 
the hard copies of e-mail messages related to Monica Lewinsky that were the result of a June 
1 998 search and the ZIP disk containing such e-mails were covered by the March 9 subpoena. 

An objective reading of that subpoena does not support such an expansive interpretation. 

The general language of the subpoena calls for all documents relating to the "Main" 
programming error. The Lewinsky related e-mails, while gathered after the "Mail2 H error was 
'discovered, are unrelated to that error. They were gathered in response to a subpoena request 
from the Office of Independent Counsel Starr, and therefore pertain to a distinct matter by a 
different investigative body. As such, they are not relevant to the Committee's inquiry. Indeed, 
during a recent telephone conversation that we had, you represented that the Committee had no 
i ntention of inquiring into the Executive Office of the President's compliance with subpoenas 
Com other investigative bodies. These materials fall squarely within that category, and thus we 
c lo not understand the Committee’s need for these documents. 

f Anally, with respect to the Committee’s request for documents related to Ellicott Machine 
Corporation, as I explained to David Kass a couple of weeks ago, we are currently addressing 
11 mmerous requests for materials from different investigative bodies. These many requests have 

XHIBIT 

139 
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James Wilson 
April 28, 2000 
Page 2 

overextended our resources. Consequently, I told Mr. Kass that we needed to complete the 
production of the March 9 subpoena before fuming to the March 1 6 subpoena, which contains 
this request. We anticipate producing documents in response to the Ellicott Machine request on 
a rolling basis starting the week of May 8. 


If you have any questions, please call me at 202-456-5814. 

Sincerely, 



Associate Counsel to the President 


cc: Beth Nolan, Counsel to the President 

Minority Counsel, Committee on Government Reform 
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Mr. Nionakis. OK. 

Mr. Shays. Would you read out loud paragraph 4 for us. 

Mr. Nionakis. “The general language of the subpoena calls for 
all documents relating to the ‘Mail2’ programming error. The 
Lewinsky related e-mails, while gathered after the ‘Mail2’ error 
was discovered, are unrelated to that error. They were gathered in 
response to a subpoena request from the Office of Independent 
Counsel Starr, and therefore pertain to a distinct matter by a dif- 
ferent investigative body.” 

Mr. Shays. What did you mean when you said, “The Lewinsky 
related e-mails, while gathered after the ‘Mail2’ error was discov- 
ered, are unrelated to that error?” What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Nionakis. I will defer that question to Ms. Nolan. 

Mr. Shays. I am happy to have you defer it, but this letter is 
from you. We will let Ms. Nolan answer it, but could you explain 
to me what you meant when you wrote the letter? I don’t want to 
know what Ms. Nolan meant, I want to know what you meant. 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Chairman, I believe this is exactly the kind of 
question with respect to what our office’s position was with respect 
to these documents that we agreed could be answered by me. 

Mr. Shays. Could I say I am happy to have you answer it, but 
could I have Mr. Nionakis answer it because he wrote the letter 
and let you qualify it or change it. Is that a problem? 

Ms. Nolan. I believe what we agreed to, and I explained to Mr. 
Wilson 

Mr. Shays. I will go with the agreement. Let’s go with the agree- 
ment. 

Mr. Nionakis. Mr. Nionakis, did you write this letter? 

Mr. Burton. Excuse me. I think Mr. Wilson has indicated that 
it is not his understanding 

Mr. Shays. I can live with it. Did you write this letter? 

Mr. Nionakis. I drafted it. 

Mr. Shays. So this is your letter? 

Mr. Nionakis. No, I drafted it, and other people reviewed it. 

Mr. Shays. And did you sign it, or did other people sign it? 

Mr. Nionakis. I signed it on behalf of the office. 

Mr. Shays. So you wrote it, you let other people look at it, and 
then you signed it, and yet we will have other people answer. I am 
happy to have you answer, Ms. Nolan. 

Ms. Nolan. Thank you, Mr. Shays. 

The e-mails that were produced were simply the contents of e- 
mails that had been sent between Monica Lewinsky and someone 
in the EOP. They reveal nothing about, show nothing about the 
Mail2 problem; and moreover, when I was here last, the chairman 
himself indicated that he intended to issue a subpoena for those 
documents. He had never done so. He never informed me that he 
believed that the preexisting subpoena called for them, and the 
first we had heard of that was a voice mail left by Mr. Wilson last 
week that said, and we consider these e-mails to be covered by the 
subpoena. 

The view that our office took was that they weren’t covered by 
the subpoena; in fact, that the chairman wouldn’t have indicated 
he intended to subpoena them if he thought that they were covered 
then. So we wrote that we did not believe that they were covered 
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by the subpoena. Instead of getting a phone call, getting a question, 
asking for discussion about it, Mr. Nionakis got a letter from the 
chairman saying, I am going to subpoena you. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Nionakis, in the letter that you wrote and draft- 
ed and signed, you said that these Lewinsky e-mails were unre- 
lated to the error. Would you explain to me why they are not di- 
rectly related to the error? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, we just explained what our office’s view 
was about why they weren’t related. 

Mr. Shays. You didn’t say whether they related to the commit- 
tee. 

Ms. Nolan. Related to the error. They are e-mails that have 
nothing to do with the error. They are not about the search. They 
are simply e-mails the contents of which reveal nothing by them- 
selves. 

Mr. Shays. So these e-mails are in no way related to the search 
that was done afterwards? 

Ms. Nolan. It was our view that they were not called for by the 
subpoena. 

Mr. Shays. You all want to get into legalistic terms. I just want 
to know the truth. 

Ms. Nolan. There is not necessarily a difference, sir. 

Mr. Shays. Maybe there won’t be, and maybe in the end I will 
agree with you, but I don’t want you to confuse me in the process. 

After the White House learned that there was a Mail2 problem, 
Mr. Nionakis, when you all learned that — and he was here before 
you, Ms. Nolan — when you all learned that, evidently you made a 
test to see how big a problem it was. Were any of these e-mails re- 
lated to that test? 

Mr. Nionakis. I did not participate in that search. 

Mr. Shays. You know now, though. Were they related? 

Ms. Nolan. Those were the e-mails, Mr. Shays, that were uncov- 
ered. They don’t reveal anything about the Mail2 problem. 

Mr. Shays. Wait a second. Maybe you are right about this, but 
we just had testimony that in order to see how serious this problem 
was, we did a test, and the test was with Ms. Lewinsky, and that 
satisfied us that there wasn’t a problem. Are these those e-mails? 
It is a yes or no. 

Ms. Nolan. Those are the e-mails, I believe, that were produced 
and checked. 

Mr. Shays. That’s all. That’s all. We just wanted to see the e- 
mails related to the test. And they are very related to the subject 
of this hearing about the e-mails. And the committee wants to 
know what you tested and what you found. How can you say that 
they are not related to the test and not related to the work of this 
committee? 

Ms. Nolan. Mr. Shays, the independent counsel is reviewing 
what was produced against that list. I don’t think having those e- 
mails enables the committee to make that determination. But in 
any event — and I believe, as I said, that the chairman had indi- 
cated his determination that they weren’t covered by the previous 
subpoena. But, in any event, I determined that the committee could 
ask for them and that rather than have a dispute about it, I would 
just provide them. So on Friday we notified the committee that we 
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did not consider them covered, and on Tuesday we provided them 
to the committee. 

Mr. Shays. I know Mr. Waxman thinks you cooperate, but to me 
this is like a ridiculous game. The committee has learned of hun- 
dreds of thousands of e-mails that have been lost. That is what we 
learned. And we wanted to know, one, how it happened, and we are 
pretty satisfied it was an accident. We also learned that it took an- 
other 5 months to fix, so the problem got worse before it got better. 
We also learned that nobody in the White House notified us, and 
then we wanted to know who knew what when. And everybody has 
their own little compartmentalized story. And then we get a letter 
that basically says these are unrelated to the error in Mail2, and 
they are totally related. 

Mr. Nionakis, you may have drafted the letter, and maybe some- 
body has to answer for you, but it just blows my mind that you 
would have said that. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. I am puzzled because Mr. Shays is asking Mr. 
Nionakis about these letters and these e-mails, and you are argu- 
ing about whether they are related or not related. Why didn’t you 
give them to the committee? 

Ms. Nolan. We provided them to the committee. We gave them 
on Tuesday. 

Mr. Waxman. So we now have the e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. You now have the e-mails and the ZIP disk. 

Mr. Waxman. So we can read those e-mails? 

Ms. Nolan. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And we will probably make them part of the 
record. Maybe they are already part of the record. That I will leave 
up to the chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Waxman. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. We have no interest in the Lewinsky matter, only 
the e-mail problem, so there is no reason to make them part of the 
record. 

Mr. Waxman. I would dispute you on that. 

So the question is that you wrote this letter, Mr. Nionakis, and 
said that the general language for the subpoena calls for all docu- 
ments relating to the Mail2 programming error. The Lewinsky e- 
mails, while gathered after the Mail2 error was discovered, are un- 
related to that error. You can argue that one forever, but the essen- 
tial point is that we got the e-mails, and we can make our own de- 
cision. 

Ms. Nolan. I think that is right, Mr. Waxman, and I think there 
are two different views about whether they were called for or not. 

I made a determination to accede to the committee’s view that 
they were called for without having a dispute about whether a new 
subpoena was called for and provided them, and the committee has 
them. I am not sure what else to say about them. 

Mr. Waxman. I don’t know what else to say about them either. 
If you hadn’t given them to us, then there is a lot to talk about, 
whether you should have given them, whether you are withholding 
information, whether it is part of a cover-up, whether you are con- 
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fronting Congress irresponsibly, whether we have a different point 
of view than you do on executive; but that has nothing to do with 
anything. Whether you think that we are entitled to it or not, you 
decided to give it to us? 

Ms. Nolan. That’s right. 

Mr. Waxman. And we have got them? 

Ms. Nolan. You have got them. 

Mr. Waxman. That is good enough for me. I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Ruffs staff thought they revealed that there 
was — you basically said that they revealed nothing, they showed 
nothing about the Mail2 program; and Mr. Ruff was telling us that 
having done this, he revealed there was no problem, at least he 
thought it was taken care of. So he thought that these Lewinsky 
e-mails showed that there really wasn’t a problem, and you are 
saying they reveal nothing about the problem. 

Ms. Nolan. Sir, I think they will reveal something to the Office 
of the Independent Counsel who has jurisdiction over this matter 
to compare what was produced to them with that group of e-mails. 

I think the e-mails by themselves reveal nothing about the Mail2 
problem, provide no information to the committee. These are just 
Monica Lewinsky e-mails. 

Mr. Shays. But it was the basis, was it not, for the White House 
making a determination that they had tested the Mail2 problem 
and found that there was no problem? Isn’t that true? 

Ms. Nolan. That is my understanding. But the e-mails them- 
selves, which is what was called for, I don’t think reveal anything 
about the Mail2 problem. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Well, I think we have come to the end of the road. 

Mr. Nionakis. Mr. Chairman, 1 minute, please. 

Mr. Burton. Go ahead. 

Let me just say that Mr. Waxman has complained about the fail- 
ure of the Bush administration to cooperate. I want to get that part 
of the record straight. They claimed executive privilege once, and 
the Clinton administration has claimed it 14 times in the last 5 
years, so that at least is in the record. 

I appreciate your statement of cooperation, Ms. Nolan, and I 
would just like to say to Mr. Nionakis, I recall when you worked 
with Mr. Ruff, you were in my office, and we were talking, I think, 
back in 1997 when I assumed the Chair of this committee. I believe 
we were talking about getting documents from the White House at 
that time, and you were part of the staff that Mr. Ruff brought 
with him to my office; is that correct? 

Mr. Nionakis. That’s correct. 

Mr. Burton. You appeared to be one of the people that Mr. Ruff 
had a great deal of confidence and were one of his confidants. I am 
not saying that you have misled us, but that is why I find it dif- 
ficult to believe that being a member of his staff and the subse- 
quent counsel staffs, that you would not be aware of the e-mail 
problem when it came about. And you are saying that you didn’t 
know about it until February of this year, and that kind of mys- 



794 


tifies me because of your close association with Mr. Ruff and his — 
and Ms. Nolan and Ms. Mills. 

Mr. Nionakis. I understand, Mr. Chairman, but to the best of my 
knowledge, the first time I ever heard about this problem, the e- 
mail problem, was February 2000. 

Mr. Burton. Let me just followup on that. 

Mr. Nionakis. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. Can you categorically say — and not to the best of 
your knowledge, because do you know how many times I have 
heard “to the best of my knowledge” and “I can’t recall” and “I am 
not sure”? I mean, the selective memory loss of people before this 
committee — I’m not saying you — is just legion, so I would like you 
to be more definitive. 

Can you say categorically that you did not know about the e-mail 
problem until February of this year? 

Mr. Nionakis. One moment, please. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not recall ever hearing about the e-mail 
problem prior to February 2000. I cannot categorically say I never 
did. If there is something — if you understand otherwise, I would be 
happy for you to bring it to my attention. 

Mr. Burton. That’s all right. I just want to say in the finest tra- 
dition of the Clinton administration, we are getting the same an- 
swers that we have gotten from the beginning. Let me thank you. 

Mr. Nionakis. Excuse me, may I amplify one other answer? You 
asked about conversations with DOJ attorneys, and I am sure that 
this committee is well aware that obviously our office speaks to 
members of the Campaign Finance Task Force and their investiga- 
tion, and they are a DOJ entity, as well as members of the Civil 
Division who represent us on various litigation matters where this 
issue has come up. So those conversations obviously occur, and 
those people are DOJ lawyers. 

Mr. Burton. I am glad you mentioned that because as we close, 
that makes another strong argument for a special counsel to review 
this whole issue, because you have got the Criminal Division of 
Justice on one side and the Civil Division on the other side, and 
how two divisions of the same Justice Department can conduct an 
investigation like that is beyond me. That’s why once again I be- 
lieve we should have a special counsel to review that whole matter. 
I appreciate you being here today. 

Ms. Nolan, I appreciate the olive branch that you have extended 
to Mr. Wilson and myself. We will try to work with you in a way 
that is accommodating to you, but we do want to get the facts when 
we need them, and hopefully that will occur. 

If there are no further comments or questions, we stand ad- 
journed. 

[Whereupon, at 5:05 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

[Additional information submitted for the hearing record follows:] 
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MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: VIRGINIA M. APPU20 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: ( technical Anomaly in Automated 

E-Mail Records Management System 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the White 
House Office (WHO) and the Office of Policy Development (OPD) . 

In identifying which messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system 
was designed to recognize user identifications with an electronic 
"stamp" which reads "Mail2”. However, when user identifications 
for WHO and OPD were entered into the system, the majority were 
hand-keyed using all capital letters as "MAIL2”. Because ARMS 
was not programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages 
in certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been 
captured by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of 
e-mail include: 


Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 
Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 


For all other categories of e-mail, 
e-mail and e-mail between EOP users, 
functioned as intended. 


including outgoing Internet 
the system appears to have^^^ 

I j EXHIBIT 
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MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 


FROM: 




VIRGINIA M. APUZZO 
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT ' FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

Technical Anoroa 1 y_. iii-Aa i.oma.t e.d 
E- M s 11 -Rec ord s., .Ha na g em ent_SystgB 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) , The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2". However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand- keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2". Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include : 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 

Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOF users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOF senders as 
non-records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress . 


£ 3374 
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ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF -- 


FROM: 


VIRGINIA M. APUZ20 
ASSISTANT TO THE PR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 


0 W’jj) 

PRESIDENT FOR 


SUBJECT: 


E-Mail.. Records Management System 



The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOF) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-rnaii repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification, and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with. an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2”. However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand-keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2". Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Kaii2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include: 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOF users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOF senders as 
non- records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration fOA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress. 
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ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 


FROM: 


VIRGINIA M. APUZ20 
ASSISTANT TO THE PF: 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 


ml 


SUBJECT: 




The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval Capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2". However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand-keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2” . Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include: 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt faiiures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 
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For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOF users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOF senders as 
non-records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress . 
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DRAFT 3/7/2000 2:32 PM 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 


Talking Points 
March 7, 2000 
E-mails 


Technical Errors 

Q: Did the White House fail to comply with subpoena requests by hiding relevant 

information from the independent counsel’s office and two congressional committees? 

A: No. We make a good faith effort to comply with the hundreds of subpoena requests 

we've received. We've worked with many investigative bodies to provide them with the 
information they need. And as the American public knows, we've spent a huge amount 
of time and money doing that. 

Q: Why weren't these e-mails searched? 

A: We can't say for sure that they weren't searched. 


Q: Then what happened? j 

A: Incoming e-mails to certain individual users weren't recorded in thejsystem that we 

search when we respond to subpoena requests. — 


Q: Why? 

A; Because of two technical errors. 


Q; What happened? 

A: At two different times, Northrop-Grumman, an outside private contractor, miscoded 

certain users on the server. Because of these errors, the incoming e-mails sent to them 
weren't recorded in "ARMS," which is where computer records are stored and searched. 


[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 
Q: What kinds of e-mails were affected? 


EXHIBIT 

7 
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A: First of all.no documents of any kind created by EOF personnel were affected. Only 

incoming e-mails to certain White House Office personnel weren't recorded. 

{Background : If the White House Office recipient forwarded the e-mail to someone 
else, then it would have been recorded. Also, if the White House Office recipient replied 
attaching the original incoming e-mail, it would have been recorded.] 



How many individuals were affected? 


Zo?J 


The fust error affected 526 individuaTusers, mostly White House Office personnel. The 
second error affected about 200<4ers, all whose first names begin with the letter "D." 


[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 


Q: What time period? 

A: The first error affected only incoming e-mails from August 1 996 to November 1 998. The 

second error affected only incoming e-mails from November 1 998 to May 1 999. 


Affect on Searches to Respond to Subpoena Requests 

Q: So, have these problems affected your searches for infoimation in response to subpoena 

requests? 

A: Well, we know that they haven’t affected any e-mails or documents created by White 

House personnel. We do know, however, that because of these errors, incoming e-mails 
to certain users weren’t stored in ARMS for a certain lime period. We are still trying to 
see if these errors had any ^ffect on the searches that we. did* to respond to subpoena 
requests. f, c6r A wC/VC ^ 

Q-, But if you didn’t search these e-mails, you haven't really complied with all subpoena 
requests? 

A: That isn't really accurate. When we search for responsive materials, in addition to the 

ARMS search, all individual users are told to search their own computer records. So, a 
search should have covered everything on the server at that time, including any undeleted 
incoming e-mails. 

Q: What if they were deleted before the search of the server? 

A: Then it would be the same as someone tossing out a piece paper they didn't need 

anymore. 

Q: Did you search the server to see if they're still there? 
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A: As we've told congressional committees and independent counsel, the server can only be p 

searched manually, and we don’t have the time or the funds to perform manual searches 
for every subpoena request. 

Q; If they’re not on the server, are they lost forever? 

A: Not necessarily. Several times a day, a backup tape is made of the server. So, incoming 

e-mails that were on the server when a backup tape was made should still be on that tape. p 
Also, when IS&T also made additional backup tapes of the server in November 1 998 and , 
May 1999 to preserve any affected incoming e-mails. 

Restoration of E-mails 

Q: So, has anyone ever reviewed these e-mails? 

A: No one has reviewed all of these e-mails. 

Q: Why not? 

A: We'd have to manually search all of the backup tapes, and we don't have the funds or 

time to do it. 

Q: But what about the allegation that these e-mails contain information relevant to the 

Lewinsky, campaign finance, and other investigations? 

A: As I said, we haven't reviewed the backup tapes, so we don't know if any new responsive 

information is on them. 

Q; Do you know how many affected e-mails arc on these tapes? 

A: Again, we don't know how many e-mails were affected because we haven't searched the 

backup tapes. 

Q: Are you going to redo all of these searches? 

A; Remember, we only search ARMS, not the server or the backup tapes. Redoing those 
searches of ARMS will produce nothing new for that time period because ARMS didn't 
record the incoming e-mails in the first place. 

Q: How about searching the backup tapes? 

A: The backup tapes can't be searched using keywords, which is how we search ARMS. 

Q; Is there any way to make the backup tapes searchable? 
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A: Back in 1998, OA asked Northrop-Grumman for an estimate just to study the problem. 

Northrop-Grumnian said it would cost $600,000. At that time, OA did not have the funds 
to do it. Also, OA’s resources were focused on addressing possible Y2K. problems. 

Q: Did OA ever get an estimate for what it would cost to restore all the incoming e-mails? 

A: It would cost about $ 1 .5 million and [TIME PERIOD] to inventory and catalogue all of 

the files on backup tapes. It would then cost another $8-9 million to restore the e-mails 
so that they can be searched by keywords. 

It would cost about $500,000 and [TIME PERIOD] to inventory and catalogue the files 
on the backup tape of all affected White House Office users. Then, it would cost about 
$1 .5 million and at least a year to reconstruct the e-mails so that they can be searched by 
keywords. 

[CONFIRM NUMBERS] 

But even then, these searches may not produce any responsive information that has not 
already been produced by the White House or by the entity or person that sent the 
incoming e-mail, 

Allegation of Threats 

Q: Is it true that N-G employees were told that there was "a jail cell with their name on it" if 

they disclosed this problem to anyone? 

A: We haven't found anything to support this allegation. 

Q: What about allegations that N-G employees would lose their jobs if they said anything 

about it? 

A: Again, our review hasn't shown that these kinds of threats were made. Besides, OA does 

not have the authority to fire employees of an outside contractor. 

Q: Was anyone trying to keep it a secret? 

A: No one was trying to keep it a secret. But until Office of Administration (OA) personnel 

fully understood the problem and notified White Hcuse senior staff, they did not want 
people working on it to talk to other people about it. In fact, there is an official memo 
from the Virginia Apuzzo, head of OA, to John Podesta, Chief of Staff, notifying him of 
the problem within days of her learning about it. 
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Discovery aad Notification to White House Office 
Q: When did people find out about these errors? 

A: The first error was discovered in June 1998. 

Q: Who discovered it? 

A: Northrop-Grumjnan people who were performing routine maintenance of the server. 

Q: How did they find out about it? 

A: When they looked at the server, they realized that there were incoming e-mails that had 

not been recorded. 


Q: What did they do? 

A: They told IS&T personnel, who told OA personnel. 

Q: Were people within the White House Office ever notified about this problem? 

A: Yes. Within a couple of days after OA became aware of the error, Virginia Apuzzo, head 

of OA sent a memo to Chief of Staff John Podesta explaining the technical nature of the 
problem. That memo was also copied to then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff. 
Mark Lindsay, then-OA General Counsel and acting OA Chief of Staff, also met with 
Mr. Ruff and told him what he knew about the problem at that time. 

Q: What did they do about it? 

A: This problem came to the Counsel's Office attention during the Lewinsky investigation, 

so it focused on finding out if the problem affected die Lewinsky-related searches. IS&T 
checked this by performing a limited manual search of the server to see if there were any 
new materials. 


Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 


What did they find? 

The e-mails were duplicates of ones that had been produced before. 
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DRAFT 3/7/2000 2:32 PM 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 


Talking Points 
March 7,2000 
E-mails 


Technical Errors 

Q: Did the White House fail to comply with subpoena requests by hiding relevant 

information from the independent counsel's office and two congressional committees? 

A: No, We make a good faith effort to comply with the hundreds of subpoena requests 

we've received. We've worked with many investigative bodies to provide them with the 
information they need. And as the American public knows, we've spent a huge amount 
of time and money doing that. 

Q: Why weren't these e-mails searched? 

A: We can't say for sure that they weren't searched. 

Q: Then what happened? 

A: Incoming e-mails to certain individual users weren't recorded in the system that we 

search when we respond to subpoena requests. 

Q: Why? 

A: Because of two technical errors. 

Q: What happened? 

A: At two different times, Northrop-Grumman, an outside private contractor, miscoded 

certain users on the server. Because of these errors, the incoming e-mails sent to them 
weren't recorded in "ARMS," which is where computer records are stored and searched. 


[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 
Q: What kinds of e-mails were affected? 
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A: First of all, no documents of any kind created by EOP personnel were affected. Only 

incoming e-mails to certain White House Office personnel weren't recorded. 

[ Background : If the White House Office recipient forwarded the e-mail to someone 
else, then it would have been recorded. Also, if the White House Office recipient replied 
attaching the original incoming e-mail, it would have been recorded.] 

Q: How many individuals were affected? 

A: The first error affected 526 individual users, mostly White House Office personnel. The 

second error affected about 200 users, all whose first names begin with the letter ”D.” 

[ADD BACKGROUND DETAILS?] 

Q; What time period? 

A: The first error affected only incoming e-mails from August 1 996 to November 1 998. The 

second error affected only incoming e-mails from November 1998 to May 1999. 


Affe ct on Searches to Respond to Subpoena Requests 

Q: So, have these problems affected your searches for information in response to subpoena 

requests? 

A: Well, we know that they haven't affected any e-mails or documents created by White 

House personnel. We do know, however, that because of these errors, incoming e-mails 
to certain users weren’t stored in ARMS for a certain time period. We are still trying to 
see if these errors had any affect on the searches that we did to respond to subpoena 
requests. 

Q: But if you didn't search these e-mails, you haven't really complied with all subpoena 

requests? 

A: That isn't really accurate. When we search for responsive materials, in addition to the 

ARMS search, all individual users are told to search their own computer records. So, a 
search should have covered everything on the server at that time, including any undeleted 
incoming e-mails. 

Q: What if they were deleted before the search of the server? 

A: Then it would be the same as someone tossing out a piece paper they didn't need 

anymore. 

Q: Did you search the server to see if they're still there? 
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A: As we've told congressional committees and independent counsel, the server can only be 

searched manually, and we don’t have the time or the funds to perform manual searches 
for every subpoena request 

Q; If they're not on the server, are they lost forever? 

A: Not necessarily. Several times a day, a backup tape is made of the server. So, incoming 

e-mails that were on the server when a backup tape was made should still be on that tape. 
Also, when IS&T also made additional backup tapes of the server in November 1 998 and 
May 1999 to preserve any affected incoming e-mails. 

Restoration of E-mail s 

Q: So, has anyone ever reviewed these e-mails? 

A: No one has reviewed all of these e-mails. 

Q; Why not? 

A: We'd have to manually search all of the backup tapes, and we don't have the funds or 

time to do it. 

Q: But what about the allegation that these e-mails contain information relevant to the 

Lewinsky, campaign finance, and other investigations? 

A: As I said, we haven't reviewed the backup tapes, so we don't know if any new responsive 

information is on them. 

Q: Do you know how many affected e-mails are on these tapes? 

A: Again, we don't know how many e-mails were affected because we haven't searched the 

backup tapes. 

Q: Are you going to redo all of these searches? 

A: Remember, we only search ARMS, not the server or the backup tapes. Redoing those 

searches of ARMS will produce nothing new for that time period because ARMS didn't 
record the incoming e-mails in the first place. 

Q: How about searching the backup tapes? 

A: The backup tapes can t be searched using keywords, which is how we search ARMS. 

Q; Is there any way to make the backup tapes searchable? 
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A: Back in 1 998, OA asked Northrop-Grumman for an estimate just to study the problem. 

Northrop-Grumman said it would cost $600,000. At that time, O A did not have the funds 
to do it. Also, OA's resources were focused on addressing possible Y2K problems, 

Q: Did OA ever get an estimate for what it would cost to restore all the incoming e-mails? 

A: It would cost about $1.5 million and [TIME PERIOD} to inventory and catalogue all of 

the files on backup tapes. It would then cost another $8-9 million to restore the e-mails 
so that they can be searched by keywords, 

It would cost about $500,000 and [TIME PERIOD] to Inventory and catalogue the files 
on the backup tape of all affected White House Office users. Then, it would cost about 
$1.5 million and at least a year to reconstruct the e-maiis so that they can be searched by 
keywords. 

[CONFIRM NUMBERS] 

But even then, these searches may not produce any responsive information that has not 
already been produced by the White House or by the entity or person that sent the 
incoming e-mail. 

Allegation of Threats 

Q: Is it true that N-G employees were told that there was "a jail cell with their name on if if 

they disclosed this problem to anyone? 

A: W r e haven't found anything to support this allegation. 

Q: What about allegations that N-G employees would lose their jobs if they said anything 

about it? 

A: Again, our review hasn’t shown that these kinds of threats were made. Besides, OA does 

not have the authority to fire employees of an outside contractor. 

Q: Was anyone trying to keep ^ a secret? 

A: No one was trying to keep it a secret. But until Office of Administration (OA) personnel 

fully understood the problem and notified White House senior staff, they did not want 
people working on it to talk to other people about it. In fact, there is an official memo 
from the Virginia Apuzzo, head of OA, ta John Podesta, Chief of Staff, notifying him of 
the problem within days of her learning about it. 
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Discovery and Notification to White House Office 

Q: When did people find out about these errors? 

A: The first error was discovered in June 1 998. 

Q: Who discovered it? 

A: Northrop-Grumman people who were performing routine maintenance of the server. 

Q: How did they find out about it? 

A: When they looked at the server, they realized that there were incoming e-mails that had 

not been recorded. 

Q: What did they do? 

A: They told 1S&T personnel, who told OA personnel. 

Q: Were people within the White House Office ever notified about this problem? 

A: Yes. Within a couple of days after OA became aware of the error, Virginia Apuzzo, head 

of OA sent a memo to Chief of StaffJohn Podesta explaining the technical nature of the 
problem. That memo was also copied to then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff. 
Mark Lindsay, then-OA General Counsel and acting OA Chief of Staff, also met with 
Mr. Ruff and told him what he knew about the problem at that time. 

Q: What did they do about it? 

A: This problem came to the Counsel's Office attention during the Lewinsky investigation, 

so it focused on finding out if the problem affected the Lewinsky- related searches. IS& I 
checked this by performing a limited manuai search of the server to see if there were any 
new' materials. 

Q: What did they find? 

A: The e-mails were duplicates of ones that had been produced before. 

Q: What about other searches? 

A: The Counsel's Office understood that the problem existed in the context o f the Lewinsky 

investigation, and not affecting previous or future searches. 
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DRAFT 


TALKING POINTS ON THE MAIL2 SERVER ANOMALY 

The root of the problem stems from a discrepancy between the spelling of the Lotus Notes 
Server Certificate versus the value of the Server ID entered in the users’ Person ID. 

A certificate is an electronic “stamp" attached to a person’s User ID by a Notes certifier. 

When a staff member is registered as a Notes user, his/her User ID must designate the correct 
certificate in order to access the servers needed for processing by the Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS). 

MA1L2 vs. Mai!2. The Certification ID used to validate user Ids to the Mail2 Lotus Notes 
server appears to have been created as Mail2 in 8/96. When user Ids were created for Mail2, 
it appears that automated procedures were not always used. When the Certification ID was 
hand-keyed into the system, all upper case letters (MAIL2) were used instead of the upper 
and lower case spelling (Mail2) required to ensure that the person’s User ID would be 
correctly linked to the Mail2 server, and subsequently the ARMS interface process. Because 
the Certification ID is case-sensitive, the ARMS scanner does not recognize MAIL2 (vs. 
Mail2) and rejects incoming e-mails to users who have the entry “MAIL2” designated in 
their Person ID. 

The error affected only incoming Internet e-mail, delivery reports, non-delivery reports, 
return receipts, return non-receipts, and trace reports. 

We believe that the technical anomaly was first reported to senior management in the Office 
of Administration in 6/98. 

The problem was immediately investigated and a complete solution was implemented in 
1 1/98. 

The incoming internet e-mails are not lost; they exist on back up tapes, except for a small 
window of time from 8/96 - i 1/97 when, due to a glitch in the backup software, the mail files 
may not have been backed up on a consistent basis. 
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Note Record Management Problem 

During a design meeting it was discovered that there may be a design flow in the Record 
Management design in Notes that would allow for certain types of mail document to bypass record 
management, The problem consist of the ability of the user to delete mail records prior to being record 
managed by ARMS scan. The type of documents in question are the following: delivery reports, non- 
delivery reports, return receipts, return non-receipts, trace reports and incoming internet mail, The following 
are the two facts surrounding the problem: a) the ARMS scan process does not run in real time to record 
mange the above mentioned mail documents prior to being accessible and subject to purging by the user. 
And b) a flaw in the record management design in the mail Notes template that makes die above 
mentioned document available to the user prior to being record managed. In other words, those document 
should instead have been made hidden until the record management process has completed. 

As the above was discovered, we also came to the conclusion that Archiving directly from the mail 
database would present the same danger to ARMS scan since the Archive process would also delete the 
source document prior to being record manage, and that is why we believe that the Archiving feature was 
removed from the design in the first place. 

Note: The discovery of this problem was made during a period of down lime of the MAJL4 record 
management database. So, we believe that prior to making any decisions regarding this problem, a timing 
analysis should be performed on ARMS scan from alt servers to determine worse case processing time. In 
cur case, the conditions that allowed deletion existed for a time frame of over two and a half hours. 


Meeting Minutes 


Tuesday, May 1G 

On Tuesday, May 16 a meeting was held to discuss issues regarding a design flow discovered recently in 
the record management process that would allow for certain types of mail document to bypass record 
management. The meeting was attended by the following people: Betty Lambuth, John Spriggs, Sandy 
Gofas, Bob Haas, and Yiman Salim. The problem at issue is the purging of mail records, by the user, prior 
of being record managed. The objective of the meeting was to define the problem, to identify and discuss 
all issues relating to the problem, and to propose a course of action and possible solutions. 

The problem, as stated before, consist of the ability of the user to delete mail record prior to being record 
managed. The documents at issue are the following: delivery reports, non-delivery reports, return 
receipts, return non-receipts, trace reports and incoming internet mail. All mail documents such as memo 
messages or reply messages are record managed by way of the "bcc* field. This method directly mails a 
copy of the mail message to the ARMS scan Notes database to be archived to the VAX. This method is not 
subject to the problem at hand. 

But, the documents mentioned above, including incoming internet mail, are record managed by way of the 
ARMS scan process. The ARMS scan process, was discovered, is not running in a timely fashion to record 
manage document prior to being accessible and subject to purging by the user. 

The ARMS scan process looks for a view called ({Unrecorded), in each person’s mall box. This view holds 
ail documents that do not have the $Tag field. Once scanned, documents in the ({Unrecorded) view get 
tagged with a {Tag field and disappear from the view. The problem occurs when documents are physically 
deleted by the user before flits process occurs. 

Some of the issues discussed were the following: 

1 . Processing inefficiencies in the ARMS scan itself which causes a significate delay in mail record 

scanning. Currently, an ARMS scan process runs on each individual mail server (Maill , Mail2, and 
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Mail3) and scans all mail boxes that reside on that server. The lookup of names take place at the 
Name and Address book using the ARMS1 through ARMS5 views. These views contain names for 
all mail servers. The argument is that the process may be wasting time in sorting through these 
view to find the right documents to process. 

2. Design problems with the ARMS scan code itself. 

3. A delete document scheme of mail documents. 

4. Current Archive process. An issues was brought up with our current method of mail document 
archiving. Document being archived are being deleted from the mail boxed and therefore may also 
be bypassing record management. 

The following course of action was proposed: 

5. Asses the problem. This assessment consists in generating some statistics to quantify the delay of 
mail scanning on every mail server. The following strategies were suggested: 

a. Create a dummy user, known to make the ARMS scan fail and display an error message, 
to find-out the time the ARMS scan process takes to cycles between names. 

b. Create a view in the ARMS scan database that displays the time differences between the 
compose time and the scan time and compute and average. 

6 . Review the ARMS scan code. This task is to gain additional insight on the processing algorithm of 
ARMS scan. 

7. Research the modification of ARMS scan views in the Name and Address Book to make them 
specific to a mail server. 

8. Research a delete scheme that will not physically purge documents until they have been record 
managed. 

Tuesday, May 16 

On Tuesday, May 16 a meeting was held to discuss the abnormal execution of the ARMS scan process on 
the Mail2 mail server. The problem consisted of the ARMS scan process randomly skipping mail boxes on 
the Mail2 Server. The meeting was attended by the following people: Betty Lambuth, John Spriggs, Sandy 
Golas, Bob Haas, and Yiman Salim. A random sampling of mail boxes from the Mail2 server was analyzed 
and was discovered that some of these mail bcxes had document that failed to be record managed since 
as early as 1996. This problem seems to be particular to the Mai(2 server. The course of action was to 
further asses the problem and try to find a pattern to the problem. 
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Robert W. Haas 
06/12/98 02:21:14 PM 


Record Type: Record 
To: Betty G. 

Robert W. F. Salim/^BHHHBl 

Subject: ARMS scan processing issues 

During a design meeting it was discovered that there may be a design flow in the Record 
Management design in Notes that would allow for certain types of mail document to bypass record 
management. The problem consist of the ability of the user to delete mail records prior to being 
record managed by ARMS scan. The type of documents in question are the following: delivery 
reports, non-delivery reports, return receipts, return non-receipts, trace reports and incoming 
internet mail. The following are the two facts surrounding the problem: a) the ARMS scan process 
does not run in real time to record mange the above mentioned mail documents prior to being 
accessible and subject to purging by the user. And b) a flaw in the record management design in 
the mail Notes template that makes the above mentioned document available to the user prior to 
being record managed. In other words, those document should instead have been made hidden 
until records the record management process has completed. 

As the above was discovered, we also came to the conclusion that Archiving directly from the mail 
file would present the same danger to ARMS scan since the Archive process would also delete the 
source document prior to being record manage, and that is why we believe that the Archiving 
feature was removed from the design in the first place. 

Note: The discovery of this problem was made during a period of down time of the MAIL4 record 
management database. So, we believe that prior to making any decisions regarding this problem, a 
timing analysis should be performed on ARMS scan from all servers to determine worse case 
processing time. In our case, the conditions that allowed deletion existed for a time frame of over 
two and a half hours. 
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Audit log files from all EOP mail servers ( Mail 1 , Mail2, Mail3, Mail5 and RDSl) prior to fixing 
the letter “D” problem. These logs show, per user, the number of documents unrecorded and the 
earliest date documents stopped being recorded. 

Yiman Salim 
3/14/00 
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mai!-omb\dhaun 

Box Inherit Design from 

Template’ not Checked 




[ 2271 

CN-MAlLl/O-EQP 

mail-ombldhaun 

Error Opening 

’(SAuditUnrecorded)' or View not Found. 



[229] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mailViheath i 98 

10/23/98 


( 266) 

CN-MAJUflD^EOP 

maiAdjohnson 38 

10/23/98 


{ 284] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

Mail-omb’scxieffer 

1501 

6/30/9? 

( 298] 

CN-MAlLl/O-EOP 

mail-omb'kkreume 

Error Opening 

'(SAudilUnrecorded)'or Vie" not Found. 



(305] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mail-ombVJIaplaca 

238 

10/23/98 

( 307) 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mail-ombVjlee 13 

12/17/98 


( 335) 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mailVimann 7 

10/23/98 


( 348] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

madid mccormi 100 

10/28/98 


( 358) 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

matl-omb\dmcndels 

2 

12/17/98 

( 362] 

cn=maiu/oeop 

ma 1 1 -o mbldmercd it 

91 

10/23/98 

( 373) 

CN=MA1L1/OEOP 

rnatl-ombldmortgom 

557 

10/23/98 

1 380] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mailldmomso 140 

10/23/98 


1381] 

CN-MAILI/OEOP 

maiUdmotley 1 12 

10/23/98 


1 386] 

CN-MAILI/OEOP 

mailldmuaib 212 

10/23/98 


1 396] 

CN-MAlU/O-EOP 

matlNdnoblc 84 

10/23/98 


(399| 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mailldnorwood 43 

1 1/30/98 


[406] 

CN-MAIIl/O-EOP 

mai)Vomfax2 Database not found 


(41!) 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mail-ombtdoarki 

86 

10/23/98 

(425] 

CN-MAlltvO-EOP 

maiPdptikin 638 

10/23/98 


(429) 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mail-ornbVJradzano 

554 

10/23/98 

1 446] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

maiPdnvell, 308 

10/23/98 


1 449) 

CN-MAJLliO-EOP 

ma i 1 -ombldrob i nso 

71 

10/29/98 

1 457] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mailVdrose 1 2 

1/8/99 


[460] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mai Pdrostktr 588 

10/23/98 


(462{ 

CN-MAlLl/O-EOP 

maiUdrowe 91 8 

10/23/98 


(5101 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

mail-ombldstahlma 

27 

3/15/99 

(5I9| 

cn-maiu/o*eop 

mailtdsiout 18 

10/23/98 



| 524] CN=MAtU<0*E0P maillstudenib "Box Inherit Design from Template’ not 

Checked 

| 524| CN-MAIU/O-EOP mailVstudentb Error Opening (SAuditUnrecorded)’ or 

View not Found 

(J25| CN=MAtU/0=E0P mailtstudentc ’Box Inherit Design from Template' not 

Page 1 
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Checked 


152J) 

CN*MA!Lt/O*£0P 

View not 

! Found. 

f 526} 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


(526} 

cn»mail?/o-EOP 

V ie» not 

Found 

(523} 

CN=MAILI/O*E0P 

Checked 


( 527} 

CN*MAiU/O a EOP 

View not 

Found. 

( 528| 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

Checked 


[ 5281 

CN*MAfLl/0*£OP 

View not 

Found. 

f 529} 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


( 529) 

CN*MA!U/0=EOP 

View not 

Found 

1531} 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


[531] 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 


found. 

[ 532} 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


( 532) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

View not Found. 

( 533) 

cn-maili/o-eop 

Checked 


( 533) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

View not Found. 

[ 534J 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


l 534) 

CN-MAJLi/Q-EOP 

view not Found. 

[ 536| 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Checked 


( 536) 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

View not 

Found. 

( 537) 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

Cheeked 


[ 537) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

View not Found, 

[ 538) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

Checked 


(538) 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

View not Found, 

l 539) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

Checked 


( 539) 

CN-MAILI/O-EOP 

View not Found. 

|540| 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

Checked 


{540} 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

View not Found. 

( 542) 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

Checked 


1 542| 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

V ICW not 

1-uund 

[ 556| 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

1 561 1 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 

[ 570} 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

(601} 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

(6021 

CN-MAIU/O-EOP 

Inheritance EOP OMB-BAB_R4Mail 

(6021 

CN-MAILl/O-EOP 


OOOCOOOI 


rruiftstudentc Error Opening tSAudiiUnreccrded)’ of 
mailVstudemd 'Box Inhern Design from Templaie' not 
mailSstudentd Error Opening TSAwSuUnrecordcd)' or 
mail\studente 'Box Inhent Design from Template' not 
nail\siudente Error Opening iSAodnUnrecorded}' or 
mail\studentf 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mait\siudentf Error Opening '(SAuditUnreccrded)' or 
maiftstudentg ’Box Inhent Design from Template' not 
mailVstudemg Error Opening '(SAuditUnreeorded)' or 
mail\siudenti 'Box Inhent Design from Template’ not 
mai!\studenti Error Opening Y$AudilUnrecorded}‘or 
mail\si»dentj "Box Inherit Design from Template’ not 
rrai!\studenti Error Opening '($ Audit Un recorded )' or 
nailVstudentk 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mailVstudentk Error Opening YSAuditUnrecorded)' or 
mailVstudentl 'Box Inhent Design from Template' not 
mailXstudentl Error Opening '(S Audit Unrecorded)' or 
mailXstudentn 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mail\studentn Emar Opening '(SAuditUnreccrded)'or 
maiI\studemo 'Box Inhent Design from Template' not 
mail\studemo Error Opening '(SAuditOnrecorded)' or 
mail\studentp 'Box Inhent Design from Template - not 
mail'studentp Error Opening '(SAuditUnitcorded)' or 
mailVstudentq 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mtil\studen«t Error Opening 'f S Audi lUnrtcorded )' or 
mail\studemr 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mail\studentr Error Opening '(SAoditUnrecorded)' or 
rrail\studenlu 'Box Inherit Design from Template' not 
mailXstudenw Error Opening (SAudilUnrecorded)' or 


mail\diomqui 192 
mailVUuck 118 
mail-omdVjvandivi 
maif'd wells 10 
Mai 1-ombVpwenger 


10/23/98 

10/26/98 

20 4 , 18/99 

10/31/98 

Incorreci Mail Templaie 


Mail-omb'pwenger Error Opening 
Page 2 
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Letter "D" Problem 

List of active mail accounts on all EOP mail servers as of June l, 1999. June 1, 1999 was the 
date when the Lotus Notes mail restoration agents were ran on all servers ( Maill, Mail2, Mail3, 
Matl5 & RDSi) to fix the Letter “D” problem. 

Yiman Salim 
3/13/00 


* EXHIBIT 

I 14 
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f^aJI Siavua 


Name 

Aidekman, Oavid 
Arbuckle, Donald 
Benoit. Deborah 
Bemell. David 
Berry. David 
Bond, Debra 
Bray, Denise 
Chapin, Derek 
Chenok, Daniel 
Childs, David 
Collins, Debra 
Comstock, Douglas 
Costello, Daniel 
Ermann, Danny 
Espinosa. Diana 
Fleming, Darlene 
Flower Lake, Dana 
Gallo. Dina 
Gayle, Darcel 
Gaymon, Darlene 
Ham, Dianne 
Hardy, Dionne 
Harmon, David 
Haun, David 
Heath, Daniel 
iohnson, Darrell 
.aPlaca, Daniel 
.ee. Dee 
/ann, Dalton 
McCormick. Douglas 


Telephone 





Company 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMH 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

0M8 

OMB 


E-Mail 


David Aidekman/I 
Donald R. Arbuckle/J 
Deborah l. Benoit/^ 
David A. Bemell/l 
David M. BerryA 
Debra J. Bond/I 
Denise M. Brayj 
Derek A. Chapin/i 
Daniel J. Chenok/I 
David C. ChiidsA 
Debra M. Collins 
Douglas A. Comstocl 
Daniel W. CostelloA 
Danny A. Ermann/i 
Diana Espinosa/01 
Darlene B. Fleming/J 
Oana L. Flower Lake/ 
Dina L. Gallo/4 
Darcel D. Gayle/j 
Darlene 0. Gaymoi 
Dianne M. Ham/I 
Dionne HardyA 
David C. Harmon/i 
David J. Haun/^ 
Daniel D. .Heath/I 
Darrell A. Johnsor 
Daniel LaPlaca^ 

Dee Lee/iMflHi 
Dalton L. MannA 
Douglas D. McCormicI 
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Name 

Mendeison. Daniel 
Meredith, Diana 
Montgomery, Diane 
Morrison. David 
Motley. Deiphine 
Mu2;0. David 
Noble, Desiree 
Norwood, Douglas 
Park, Darrell 
Pitkin, Douglas 
Radzanowski, David 
RiveBi, Donna 
Robinson. Donovan 
Rose. David 
Rostker, David 
Rowe. David 
Stahlman, David 
Stout, Dennis 
Tomquist, David 
Tuck, Donald 
Vandivier, David 
Wells Dianne 
Werfei, Daniel 
Williams, Debra 
Wingard, Doris 
Zavada, David 


Telephone 




Company 


E-Mail 


OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

CMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 

OMB 


Daniel N. Mendeison/! 
Diana l. Meredith/i 
Diane R. Montgomery/! 
David H. Morrison/! 
Deiphine C. Motley/ 
David L. Muzio/( 
Desiree C. Noble/i 
Douglas A. Norwood/ 
Darrel! Park/! 

Douglas Pitkii 
David P. Radzanowski/ 
Donna M. Rivelli/! 
Donovan 0 . Robinson/l 
David H. Rose/i 
David Rostker/ 

David Rowe« 

David Stahlman/ 

Dennis L Stout 
David E. Tomquist/ 
Donald l. Tuck/I 
David Vandivier/! 

Dianne M. Wells/ 

Daniel I. Werfei 
Debra L. Williams/ 

Doris J. Wingan 
David M. Zavad 
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WaU Z 


Name Telephone Company 


Addy, Dede 

OPD 

Adler, Devorah 

OPD 

Akel, Deborah 

WHO 

Akers. Dale 

» NSC 

Alexander, David 

WHO 

Alexander,. Debra 

WHO 

Apol, Dave 

WHO 

Avery, Dale 

NSC 

Band, Douglas 

WHO 

Bayley, Douglas 

NSC 

Bear, Dinah 

CEQ 

Belsky, David 

WHO 

Benjamin, Daniel 

NSC 

Bird, Debra 

WHO 

Burkhardt, Daniel 

WHO 

Camp, Donald 

NSC 

Cano, Oominique 

WHO 

Carroll. Donna 

WHO 

Chirwa, Dawn 

WHO 

Cohen, Delia 

WHO 

DeGuzman Jr, Daniio 

WHO 

Dejban, Donna 

NSC 

Diorio, Denise 

WHO 

Donnelly, Diana 

WHO 

Elmendorf, Douglas 

CEA 

Erdahl, Douglas 

NSC 

Forrister, Dirk 

WHCCTF 

Goldberg, Diane 

WHO 

Gomez, Dario 

WHO 

Goodfriend, David 

WHO 


E-Mail 



Dede M. Addy/ 
Devorah R. Adler/ 
Deborah Akel 
Dale W. Akers/j 
David H. Alexander/ 
Debra D. Alexander/ 
Dave J. A{ 

Dale R. Avery/4 
Douglas J. Bam 
Douglas Bayley 
Dinah Bear/i 
David Belsky/ 

Daniel S. Benjamin/I 
Debra D. Bir< 

Daniel W. Burkhard! 
Donald A. Camp/ 
Dominique L. Cano 
Donna K. Carroll 
Dawn M. Chirws 
Delia A. Cohei 
Daniio DeGuzman Jr 
Donna Dejbai 
Denise M. Diorio/ 

Diana C. Donnelly/ 
Douglas W. Elmendorf/ 
Douglas M. Erdahl/ 

Dirk Forrister/ 

Diane M. Goldberg 
Dario J. Got 
David R. Goodfriend/ 
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Name 


Telephone 


Company 


E-Mail 


Goodwin, Donald 
Gray, Danielle 
Halperin, David 
Hammonds, D Holly 
Hicks, David 
Holt, Daniel 
Howard, Derek 
Ho, Deborah 
Jones. Deborah 
Kalbaugh, David 
Kale, Dora 
Kaplan, Dean 
Lieberson, Donna 
Lieber, David 
Locke, Dwayne 
Marchick, David 
McGhee, Dougretta 
Mitchell, Donald 
Mohile, Deborah 
Montoya, Daniel 
Motherway, Daniel 
Nanau, Danieia 
Neslen, David 
Nionakis, Dimitri 
Noyce, David 
Parker, Doris 
Peacock, Denver 
Pearah. David 
Peterman, David 
Peters, Denver 


WHO 

WHO 

NSC 

OPD 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

NSC 

NSC 

NSC 

WHO 

NSC 

OPD 

WHO 

NSC 

WHO 

OPD 

NSC 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

OPD 

WHO 

WHO 

OPD 

NSC 

WHO 


Donald R. Goodwi 
Danielle L. Grayi 
David Halperii 
D Holly Hammond 
David P. Hicks/ 
Daniel S. Holl 
Derek V. Howard 
Deborah Ho/ 

Deborah A. Jone 
David E. Kalbaug 
Dora Kali 
Dean M. Kaplan/i 
Donna P. Ueberso 
David Liebei 
Dwayne L. Locke/4 
David M. Marchicl 
Dougretta H. McG 
Donald A. Mitchell 
Deborah B. Mohile 
Daniel C. Montoya/ 
Daniel J. Motherway/ 
Danieia E. Nanai 
David W. Neslei 
Oimitri J. Nionaki 
David V. Noyi 
Doris Parker/ 

Denver R. Peacoc 
David E. Pearal 
David B. Peterma 
Denver L. Peter 





Name 


Telephone 


Premysler, Debra 
Rejeski. David 
Roach. Darren 
Robyn. Dorothy 
Rosenthal. Dan 
Salcido. Dorinda 
Sanborn. Daniel 
Sandalow, David 
Shapiro, Daniel 
Sherman, David 
Smalls, Dawn 
Smith, Dorotha 
Snyder, Douglas 
Sosnik, Douglas 
Stone. Diane 
Strand. Dana 
Turner. Darryl 
Vega. Dag 
Weaver. Dorian 
White, David 
Wippman, David 
Wood, Debra 
Woollen, Dawn 


Company 

WHO 

CEQ 

NSC 

OPD 

WHO 

WHO 

NSC 

CEQ 

NSC 

NSC 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHCCTF 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHO 

WHCCTF 

NSC 

WHO 

WHO 


E-Mail 


Debra Premysler 
David W. Rejes 
Darren S. Roa 
Dorothy Robyn/ 
Dan K. Rosenthal 
Dorinda A. Salcido 
Daniel R. Sanborn 
David B Sandalow 
Daniel B. Shapiro/ 
David J. Sherm 
Dawn t. Small 
Dorotha S. Smith 
Douglas C. Snyde 
Douglas B. Sosni 
Diane M. Stone 
Dana C. Strand 
Darryl A. Turner 
Dag Veg; 

Dorian V. Weav 
David White- 
David Wippma 
Debra S. Wood 
Dawn V. Woolle 
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Half 3 


Name 

Telephone 

Company 

Behring. Deanna 


OSTP 

Cheatham. David 


ONDCP 

Coleman, Donna 


OSTP 

Dail, Daniel 


ONDCP 

Davis. Dariind 


ONDCP 

Des Roches, David 


ONDCP 

Falls, Donald 


ONDCP 

Greenhouse, Dennis 


ONDCP 

Holmes, David 


ONDCP 

Johnson, David 


NSC 

King, David 


ONDCP 

teavy, David 


NSC 

Lyman, Daria 


ONDCP 

McGovern, Deborah 


CSTP 

Moore, Duncan 


OSTP 

Morgan, Daniel 


ONDCP 

Pryor, Donald 


OSTP 

Rader, Daniel 


ONDCP 

Ramsey, Dewitt 


OA 

Rivail, David 


ONDCP 

Schecter, Daniel 


ONDCP 

Schweiger, Daryl 


ONDCP 

Shull, David 


ONOCP 

Svec, David 


OSTP 

Taylor, Dorothea 


ONDCP 

Thomas, Darryl 


ONDCP 

Vereen, Donald 


ONDCP 

Winfield, Darryl 


ONDCP 


E-Mail 



Deanna M. Behring 
David T. Cheathai 
Donna i. Coiemai 
Daniel H. Dail4| 
Dariind J. Davit 
David B. Des Roche 
Donald R. Falls 
Dennis E. Greenhousi 
David L. Holmes^ 
David T. Johnsoi 
David Kins 
LEAVYJD] 

Daria B. Lymai 
Deborah J. McGovei 
Duncan T. Moon 
Daniel S. Morgai 
Donald Pryoi 
Daniel Rader^ 

Dewitt Ramsej 
David J. Rivail 
Daniel Schectei 
Daryl J. Schweig 
David A. Shut 
David C. Sve< 
Dorothea A. Taylo 
Darryl l. Thomat 
Donald R. Vereei 
Darryl C. Winfield 
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Name 

Abrams. David 
Baker. Donna 
Barry. Daniel 
Breese, David 
Bronson. Derwin 
Buck, Daniel 
Chapman, Delores 
Clarke, Dale 
Cteal. Dorothy 
Cross, David 
Caimling, Dorothy 
Davis. Daniel 
Des Roche, David 
Gomes. Deborah 
Johnson, Donald 
Matties, Douglas 
Miller, Dale 
Moore, Daniel 
Pannell, Dorian 
Patton, DeVere 
Peterson, David 
Plummer, Donald 
Pow, Deborah 
Reid. Debra 
Reid, Demetrius 
Smith, Diane 
Tarkir. Dianne 
Vines, Denise 
Washington. Denise 
Weiler. Darryl 


Telephone 


Company 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 

OA 


E-Mail 


David H. Abrams/' 
Donna J. Baker/i 
Daniel A. Barry// 
David L. Breese; 
Derwin Bronson/ 
Daniel L. Buck// 
Delores J. Chapman/t 
Dale C. Clarke/ 
Dorothy E. Cleal/I 
David M. Cros; 
Dorothy Crumling 
Daniel A. Davis/t 
David B Des Roche/i 
Deborah W. Gomes/| 
Donald G. Johnson/) 
Douglas R. Matties/j 
Dale F. Miller/i 
Daniel L. Moore/ 
Dorian F. Pannell/4 
DeVere R. Patton/j 
David G. Petersoc 
Donald J. Plummer/i 
Deborah J. Pow/ 
Debra R. Reid/4 
Demetrius A. Reii 
Diane M. Smitt 
Dianne H. Tarkir/ 
Denise M. Vines/t 
Denise B. Washingto 
Darryl M. Weiler^ 






E 0419 



832 


bS i 


Name Telephone 

Butler, Darryi 


Company 

OA 


Darryl P. Butler/® 
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\1ail2 Problem 

List of active mail accounts on the MaiI2 server as of November 22, 1998. November 22, 1998 
was the date when the Lotus Notes mail restoration agents were ran on the Mai 12 server to fix the 
Mail2 problem. 

Yiman Salim 
3/13/00 
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Mail Server Agency Name 


MAIL2 

CEA 


CEQ 


OA 


OPD 


Levine, Mark 
Sice. Christel 
Treadway, James 

Blaug, Elisabeth 
Burstein, Daniel 
Kedziora, Matthew 
Meekins, Kirk 
Mercer. Miles 

Gunia, Daniel 
Raines. Ashiey 
Scott Jr., Leland 

Antholis. William 
Barreto. Brian 
Bianchi, Sarah 
Cerda III, Jose 
Chang, Gregory 
Cicetti, Pamela 
Cohen. Michael 
Fernandes, Julie 
Filak, Carolyn 
Freedman, Thomas 
Holewinski. Sarah 
Jennings. Christopher 
Joshlyn, Gay 
Kagan, Elena 
Kalil, Thomas 
Kane, Andrea 
Kaplan, Jonathan 
Kaizen, Sally 
Klein, Jennifer 
Lambrew, Jeanne 
Lee, Malcolm 
Magaziner, Ira 
Marr. Charles 
Martin, Tanya 
Matthews. Sonyia 


Totals 

394 

3 

5 


3 

48 
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Mail Server Agency 


WHO 


Name Totals 

Mays. Cathy 
Mikuta, Jutie 
Montoya. Daniel 
Murguia, Matthew 
Nhan, Betty 
Orszag. Jonathan 
Pearah, David 
Reed. Boice 
Rice, Cynthia 
Robinson, Christa 
Robyn. Dorothy 
Shimabukuro, Leanne 
Shireman, Robert 
Siewert, Jake 
Smith, Mary 
Spelling, Gene 
Summers. Todd 
Thoryk, Aaron 
Thurman, Sandra 
Washington, Essence 
Weinstein Jr„ Paut 
Weissman. Peter 
Yeh, Irene 

335 

Abrams, Lori 
Adasbek, Jonathan 
Alcom, Brian 
Alexander, Jeremy 
Allen, Jeannetta 
Aston, Mildred 
America. One 
Anderson. Lori 
Anders. Brenda 
Apuzzo, Virginia 
Arendaf, Paul 
Arends, Wendy 
Bachman, Robin 
Baer, Christine 
Baker, Joan 
Baker, Kyle 
Balderston. Kris 


2 . 
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Mail Server Agency Name 

Band, Douglas 
Barclay. Barbara 
Barnes, Beverly 
Bass, Walker 
Bates. Melinda 
Beaubaire, David 
Begala, Paul 
Bellanti, Jacqueline 
Belsky, David 
Bennett. Jacquelyn 
Bernstein. Mark 
Berry. Marsha 
Beveridge, Susan 
Bezout. Cari-Emile 
Binns, Mary 
Bird, Debra 
Bisulco, Eugenie 
Blumenthal, Sidney 
Bohrer, George 
Bourque, Emily 
Breuer, Lanny 
Briggs, Patrick 
Brown, AJissa 
Buckner, Jason 
Burkhardt, Daniel 
Button, Katharine 
Cabe. Meredith 
Campbell, Frances 
Cano, Dominique 
Caplan, Phillip 
Carter. Cheryl 
Cearley, Virginia 
Cepriano, Cherilyn 
Chirwa, Oawn 
Chitre, Nanda 
Cleveland, Carolyn 
Cohen-Peyrot, Joshua 
Conk, Mary 
Conroy, Mary 
Corbett. Julianne 
Correia, Edward 


Totals 


3 
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Mail Server Agency Name 

CosteBe, Brenda 
Courtney. Kelly 
Cozart, Charlene 
Crable. Lynn 
Craighead, Kelly 
Croft. Caroline 
Currie. Betty 
Cutler, Lynn 
Dankowski. John 
Oass, lisa 

DeGuzman Jr. Oanilo 
Del Sesto, Gino 
Demeo. Laura 
Dickey, Lana 
Dinwiddle, Jacquelyn 
Droege, Philip 
Duncan. Charles 
DuVal, Fred 
Eaglin, Ruth 
Echaveste. Maria 
Edwards, Anne 
Emmett. Laura 
Engskov, Paul 
Erickson. Janelle 
Esparza. Silvia 
Evans. Madaiene 
Evans, Wanda 
Fairbanks, Carmella 
Farrow, Jeffrey 
Forbes, Jeffrey 
Fowler, Carmen 
Gaines. Karen 
Gamer, Barbara 
Gibson. Jessica 
Gioia. Eric 
Goldberg. Adam 
Goldberg. Diane 
Goldberg, Donald 
Gomez. Dario 
Goodwin. Donald 
Good. Terry 


Totals 


y 
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Mail Server Agency Name 

Graham. Laura 
Granger, Theresa 
Hankins, Marjorie 
Hanlin, Kirfc 
Hazard. Susan 
Hemreich, Nancy 
Hindertiter, Shannon 
Holt, Daniel 
Horn, Stephen 
Hothem, Eric 
Houser. Everett 
Houser. Robert 
Ho. Deborah 
Hudson, Maureen 
Hughes. David 
Hughes, Edward 
Hunker, Mark 
Huynh, Phu 
Ibarra, Mickey 
Ikemiyashiro. Diane 
tmbroscio, Michael 
Jacanin, Marilyn 
Jackson, Amanda 
James Jr, Theodoric 
Janenda, Thomas 
Jasso-Rotunno, Cynthia 
Jennings. Jon 
Johnson, Lee 
Johnson, Robert 
Johnson, Rochester 
Jones, Crystal 
Jones, Cyril 
Kalbaugh, David 
Kaplan. Jody 
Kaplan, Jordan 
Kiley, Julie 
Kincaid, Katherine 
King, Amatuliah 
Kitchen. Catherine 
Kitsos, Mary 
Knight, Sarah 


Totals 
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Mail Server Agency Name 

Krause, Lori 
Kuilman, Karin 
Labrador, Agustin 
Latham, Sara 
Lavery, Christopher 
Leeds, Robin 
Levin. Lisa 
Lewis, Ann 
Lewis, Sharon 
Lieber, Carole 
Lieber, David 
Lindsey, Bruce 
Li, Gordon 
Lockhart, Joseph 
Lopez, iV a 
Lovell, Ellen 
Lum, Richard 
Macy, Christine 
Madigan, Kristin 
Maldon, Alphonse 
Maloney, Sean 
Malone. Michael 
Marcus, Laura 
Marshall Jr, Thurgood 
Marshall, Capricia 
Mason. Julie 
Matsui, Doris 
Mayfield, Emory 
Mayock, Andrew 
McCathran, Ellen 
McCathran, William 
McClure, Kelli 
McCoy, Ann 
McGee, Scott 
McGuire, Anne 
Mendoza. Manuel 
Meyer, Noa 
Michaud, R. 

Milbrath. Timothy 
MiNikin, Matthew 
Milfsap. Elisa 


Totals 
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Name 


Totals 


Mills, Cheryl 
Mody. Rajiv 
Mohib, Mona 
Mohile, Deborah 
Moloney. Megan 
Moore, Linda 
Moore. Minyon 
Moran. Kevin 
Morrison. Mary 
Murguia, Janet 
Murray, Melissa 
Muscatine, Alison 
Musgrave Jr., Reuben 
Nagy. Alex 
Nash, Bob 
Nash, Charles 
Neschis. Mark 
Neslen, David 
Neumann, Kathleen 
Newell, Timothy 
Newman, Elizabeth 
Nionakis, Dimitri 
O'Shea. Rosemary 
Pacific. Catherine 
Pakulniewicz, Tracy 
Palmieri, Jennifer 
Parker. Doris 
Parmelee, Carole 
Pasquil, Simeona 
Paxton, Sally 
Payne. Julia 
Payson, Charles 
Peng. Mei 
Peterson, Karen 
Peterson, Michelle 
Podesta. John 
Polk, Shawnrick 
Pribulsky, Jaycee 
Prober, Melissa 
Puestow, Dawn 
Pushkar, Aiice 
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Mail Server Agency Name Totals 

Rabner. Nicole 
Racine. Karl 
Reagan, James 
Redington, Rachel 
Rick, Eartene 
Right, Jonathan 
Rivera. Maritza 
Robinson. Helen 
Roddick, Gertrude 
Roscoe. Jena 
Rosenstein. Stuart 
Rosenthal. Dan 
Rosen, Robert 
Ruff, Charles 
Rundlet, Peter 
Rustique. Virginia 
Ryan, Evan 
Salcido, Dorinda 
Sanchez, Ana 
Saunders, G. 

Sawyer, Susan 
Schiller, Laura 
Schilling, Elisabeth 
Schubert, Noah 
Schwartz. Laura 
Scott, Marsha 
Scourfield, Judithanne 
Scoville, Brooks 
Seba, Sondra 
Secrest, Robert 
Septoff, Michael 
Shamir, Ruby 
Sharp, Michael 
Shea, Maureen 
Shih, June 
Shourds, Cynthia 
Showers. Wendy 
Siegel, Michael 
Simmons. Bryan 
Simpson, Wandra 
Singer. Sherry 
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PostMaster 

^ 06/01/98 12:06:40 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: lotus Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage and What You Can Do to Help 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL EOP LOTUS NOTES E-MaIL USERS 

FROM: VIRGINIA M. APU2ZO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: Loris Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage and What You Can Dc to Help 

As many of you are aware, in recent months, EOP offices have experienced a major increase in e-mail activity 
which has placed a very heavy strain on our information technology systems, in order to prevent a system failure 
associated with this overload, we are providing all users with options that will help reduce the load on the e-mail 
servers. Available options include: 

Deleting Unneeded Messages 

Saving Archived Messages to individual Computers 

Deleting tin needed Messages 

All users should regularly review ail of their Lotus Notes e-mail folders and delete unneeded messages. Because 
an archival copy of each e-mail is created when a message is sent, from a records management perspective, users 
can feel free to delete unneeded files from their desktop. 

Within the Lotus Notes e-mail system, every message that is sent or received is stored in one or more electronic 
folders (i.e.. Inbox. Sent, All Documents}. Every folder, including the Sent folder, should be reviewed 
periodically and unneeded messages deleted. Moving messages from the Inbox to other folders does not alleviate 
the storage problem. 

To delete messages, the following options are available: 

1) Drag unneeded messages to the Trash folder. Following the placement of unneeded messages in the 
Trash folder, select 'Actions - Empty Trash* and answer 'yes' when prompted. 

2} Highlight a list of unneeded messages by placing a check mark in the column to the left of messages and 
drag them all at once to the Trash folder. After items are placed in the Trash folder, select 'Actions • 
Empty Trash’ and answer ’yes’ when prompted. 

3) Highlight a list of unneeded messages by placing a check mark in the column to the left of the messages 
and then dick the 'delete' button. A trash icon will then appear next to all of the messages you check 
marked. Select "Actions - Empty Trash" and answer "yes" when prompted. 

We have recently activated the "All by Size* view at the bottom of the list ’of Lotus Notes folders in order to 
allow users to concentrate their efforts on messages that consume the most disk space. Any of the three options 
outlined above can be used to delete messages in the 'All by Size" view. The "AH by Size" view includes the 
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Mail Server Agency Name Totals 

Vasquez. Terry 
Vega, Oag 
Velez, Ilia 
Velienga. Thomas 
Virdi, Amandeep 
Voeller, Joseph 
Vranich, Janice 
Waldman. Michael 
Warren. Setti 
Wayne, Christopher 
Weaver, Dorian 
Weiner. Glen 
Weiner, Robert 
Weintraub, Philip 
Weiss, loweif 
Westray, Howard 
Wexier, Daniel 
White Jr., William 
Widdess, Kim 
Williams. Cecity 
Williams, Patricia 
Williams, Sherman 
Willman, Courtland 
Wilson, Eileen 
Wondwossen, Woyneab 
Wong, Vivian 
Wood. Debra 
Woolley, Barbara 
Wright, Ronald 
Wu. Carolyn 
• Young, Patricia 

394 
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PostMaster 

0 06/01/98 12:06:40 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: Lotus Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage and What You Can Do to Help 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL EOP LOTUS NOTES E-MAIL USERS 

FROM: VIRGINIA M. APUZZO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: Lotus Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage and What You Can Do to Help 

As many of you are aware, in recent months, EOP offices have experienced a major increase in e-mail activity 
which has placed a very heavy strain on our information technology systems. In order to prevent a system failure 
associated with this overload, we are providing all users with options that will help reduce the load on the e-mail 
servers. Available options include: 

Deleting Unneeded Messages 

Saving Archived Messages to Individual Computers 

Deleting Unneeded Messages 

All users should regularly review all of their Lotus Notes e-mail folders and delete unneeded messages. Because 
an archival copy of each e-mail is created when a message is sent, from a records management perspective, users 
can feel free to delete unneeded files from their desktop. 

Within the Lotus Notes e-mail system, every message that is sent or received is stored in one or more electronic 
folders (i.e.. Inbox, Sent, All Documents). Every folder, including the Sent folder, should be reviewed 
periodically and unneeded messages deleted. Moving messages from the Inbox to other folders does not alleviate 
the storage problem. 

To delete messages, the following options are available: 

1) Drag unneeded messages to the Trash folder. Following the placement of unneeded messages in the 
Trash folder, select "Actions - Empty Trash" and answer "yes" when prompted. 

2) Highlight a list of unneeded messages by placing a check mark in the column to the left of messages and 
drag them all at once to the Trash folder. After items are placed in the Trash folder, select "Actions - 
Empty Trash" and answer "yes" when prompted. 

3) Highlight a list of unneeded messages by placing a check mark in the column to the left of the messages 
and then click the "delete" button. A trash icon will then appear next to all of the messages you check 
marked. Select "Actions - Empty Trash* and answer "yes" when prompted. 

We have recently activated the "All by Size" view at the bottom of the list - of Lotus Notes folders in order to 
allow users to concentrate their efforts on messages that consume the most disk space. Any of the three options 
outlined above can be used to delete messages in the "All by Size" view. The "All by Size" view includes the 
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following features: 

displays the total size of each message with largest messages listed at the top of the view; 

displays the size of any attachments; and, 

indicates the number of attachments to each message. 

Options are available to retain messages while also deleting attachments. You can: 1) delete the message along 
with its attachments; 2) retain the message but delete the attachment (see instructions below); and, 3) detach and 
save important attachments to a local drive (see instructions below), and then delete the document and/or 
attachment. Of course, you may also print out items you wish to maintain on file in hard copy. 

To delete an attachment: 

1) open the message; 

2) select "Actions - Edit Document"; 

3) click once on the attachment; 

4) press the "Delete" key and answer "yes" when prompted. 

To save an attachment on a user’s hard drive: 

1) double click on the icon that represents the attachment; 

2) select "Detach" from the dialog box that appears; 

3) choose the drive and directory on which the attachment should be stored; 

4) select "Detach"; 

5) delete the document and/or attachments from your mail file. 

Saving Needed Messages to Individual Computers 

The other option that helps preserve e-mail server space is for users to archive any messages that they must keep, 
on their own computer’s hard drive* rather than on the e-mail network. Information Systems and Technology staff 
can install a button on the Lotus Notes screen that people can use to archive e-mails to their own computer’s hard 
drive rather than on the network. Individuals who may still need access to some e-mails but are willing to store 
them on their own computer’s hard drive rather than on the e-mail network should contact the Information 
Systems and Technology Help Desk at xf 7370. 

Conclusion 

Users need to continue to review and delete e-mail messages periodically so that this system will continue to 
perform at its most efficient level. 

Finally, please remember to delete this e-mail message when it is no longer needed. If you think you will need to 
reference it in the future, please print a copy before placing this e-mail message in the Trash folder. 

Thank you for your help and cooperation. 


Message Sent To:. 
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All Start 
All CEA Users 
AH CEQ Users 
All NSC Users 
Ali OA Users 
Ail OMB Users 
All ONDCP Users 
All OPD Users 
All OSTP Users 
All PIR Users 
All WHO Users 
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© 

Postmaster 03/24/99 04:54:47 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To; See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: Lotus Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage 

MEMORANDUM FOR ALL EOP LOTUS NOTES E-MAIL USERS 

FROM: VIRGINIA M. APUZZO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: Lotus Notes E-Mail Disk Space Shortage 

This is a reminder for you to delete any unneeded messages from your Lotus Notes e-mail. The e-mail servers 
are approaching maximum capacity and we must take action to prevent the servers from failing. 

If you need assistance in deleting your unnecessary e-mails, please call the Information Systems and Technology 
Help Desk at x57370. Thank you for your assistance. 


Please remember to delete this e-mail when you are finished with it. Thank you. 


Message Sent 
To: 


All CEA Users 
Alt CEQ Users 
All NSC Users 
All OA Users 
All OMB Users 
All ONDCP Users 
All OPD Users 
All OSTP Users 
All OVP Users 
All PFIAB Users 
All PIR Users 
All WHCCTF Users 
All WHO Users 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

03/04/97 02:21:04 PM 


Record Type: Record 

To: John W. McGinnis Jr./OA/EOP 

ct: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject: The memo to the record... 

John; 

Sn order to finish up the "memo to the record" regarding the 10,000+ lost E-mai! records, l need you to 
give me input on the efforts that were performed to try to restore those records. If you give me a paragraph 
I will add It in at the end of the draft otherwise I can give you the draft and you an add it in. Either way I 
need to finalize this. 

later... Tony 


Message Copied To: 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

06/08/98 09:42:44 AM 



Record Type: Record 

To: James B. Wright'l 

cc: 

Subject: Deposition 

Jim, Kathy ..FY1; 


W. Kathleen K. Gailantl 


i am scheduled to give my deposition in the ALEXANDER case this Thursday, i have been asked by Jim 
Giiiigan (DOJ) and Sally Paxton {WHO Counsel) to set aside Tuesday and Wed as preparation days (It 
may not take all both days but they need it to be flexible), 
i will keep you informed as to how it is going. 


Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/24/98 12:18:31 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 


James B. Wrighti 


Subject: Weekly for 7/24/98 
E-mail reconstruction activity 


• I attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

• i was informed this week that a problem had been uncovered in the process the reconstructs the 
pager data. The problem caused valid pager messages to appear as duplicates and therefore not get 
processed. The problem has now been fixed for the current and future processs cycles but will have 
to be fixed for process cycles 1-9 (The previously delivered cycles). This problem will be corrected 
when the delivered tapes are cut to resolve the other two problems uncovered after production began 
(Truncation and incorrect file structure on anomaly records) 

• I have received a goods and services request covering the purchase of new disks. I will review this 
next week and decide how to proceed. These disks will be needed prior to commencing the Daily 
tapes and they will allow more efficient processing if we purchase them sooner. 

ARMS activity 

• I coordinated the completion of 2 searches this week. One was a FOIA for CEQ records and the 
other was for WHO records. 

• I spent a lot of time this week (1 0 hours) nursing both the tape processing for ARMS as well as the 
regulare records processing through their respective stages. The communications between the 
NOTES data and the ARMS system failed last week and the backup caused severe delays in 
processing that spilled over into this week. There also seems to have been an increase in traffic 
which further exarcebated the situation. I will continue to monitor the process so that it does not fall 
behind again. 

• I have been contacted by WHO counsel (Karl Racine and Dimitri Nionakis) regarding two separate 
Search requests. I have only received 1 of them thus far and I will try to get it running over the 
weekend. 


FAMCO Contract 

• I attended a meeting with the NG project manager and the COTR in preparation for my role next week 
as acting COTR. 

Additional activities 


• I continue to be involved in discussions regarding the MAO problem but there has been no 

movement thus far on correcting the problem or getting the data over to ARMS. The plan for fixing 
the problem has been submitted. 

Planned Activities for next week: 
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« I will be acting COTR for the NG contract next week. 
• I plan on getting the 2 search requests under way. 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/10/98 03:54:53 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: James B. Wright/OA/EOP 

CC: 

Subject: Weekly for 7/10/96 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

• I attended the regular reconstruction status meeung this week. 

• I received the deliverable of Month 8 (November 1 993) from the reconstruction project. I loaded the 
data into the Data Warehouse and loaded several of the ARMS and NARA tapes, i made random 
checks on the data and verified that all looks good. I also did a complete check on the tapes for month 8 
and a randon checking on the tapes for Month 4. I discovered that not all of the delivered tapes had 
been made write protected and directed that this be done ASAP. 1 signed of on the deliverable for 
month 8. 

ARMS activity 

• I coordinated the completion of the 2 WHO searches that I had started prior to going on vacation. Both 
of these searches involved a 2 phase search and I completed these and delivered the results this week. 

• I put together estimates for 4 additional search requests this week also and began preparation work on 
getting these searches accomplished. Two of these searches were from CEQ, one from OSTP and one 
from WHO. 

• We temporarly removed the conversion of WordPerfec attachments to text in the ARMS processing 
because the KeyPac utility was hanging in an infinate loop on most of the WP 6 documents. We are 
going to upgrade to the latest version as soon as it an be scheduled and tested. At the present time all 
non ASCII attachments are being hexified in the record. 

• I received the tape scan listing report for the 1 73 NARA tapes that NARA requested we sample and 
read for their tape scan obligations under ARMSTRONG. I compared the listing report against that 
which NARA requested and found that there was no correlation between the tape listing given to us by 
NARA and that produced as a result of the tape scan. I coordinated with Bill Burkey to add in a column 
to the report containing the NARA location number to correct this discrepancy. I then contacted Bruce 
Ambacher of NARA and left a message with him that we had completed the report and I want to fax it 
to him (He is out of the office until 7/1 4) . i will fax the report to him as soon as I hear from him. 

FAMCO Contract 


• No activity to report 

Additional activities 

* I spent about 10 hours this week reading and marking up the transcript of nty declaration in the 
ALEXANDER case. 1 faxed the pages that needed changing to Julia Feingold at DOJ and she is to 
submit the changes for inclusion into the final. 



E 2508 




853 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/24/98 12:55:04 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 


Kathleen K. 


c c: 

Subject NOTES/ARMS probiems 


As I mentioned in this mornings meeting about the "on the fly" changes that were happening yesterday 
and in the past on the Notes/ARMS interface and how small "insignificant* changes on the NOTES side 
can cause huge repercussions on the ARMS Side... Well it happened yesterday and we got burned... 


One of the changes made yesterday was to swap out MAIL4 (The ARMS server) for another box MA1L1. 
This seeming "insignificant" change cause all the records posted from MAIL1 to come to ARMS without 
agency specifiers on the addresees. Therefore 1 have 4000 to 6000 records that are placed in incorrect 
buckets in ARMS and I have no easy way of correcting the problem. 


We have to get our hands around the management of the NOTES/ARMS interface, and we have to do it 
soon. 


Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/30/98 11 :47:36 AM 



Record Type: Record 

cc: 

Subject Weekly for 7/31/98 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

• ! attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

ARMS activity 

• I continue to move records from the near term storage area into the ARMS data warehouse. This 
used to be a process f did about 4 times per year but since the volume of records has increased I 
perform the operation about 6-8 times per year. 

• 1 set up two parts of one search request this week and set the jobs to run serially on both nodes of the 
ARMS data warehouse. This search is large and wili take 3-4 weeks to complete. I delivered the first 
part of this search this week at the request of Dimitri Nionakis (WHO Counsel). I set up the second 
part to run while I am on vacation. 

• I spoke with Steve Aitken (OMB) regarding searches and the search capabilities that we currently 
have within ARMS. 

• 1 am putting together a talking points paper containing the issues around ARMS that need to be 
addressed in the near future. I will plan a meeting with Jim Wright Cathy Gallant and Nell doering 
soon to discuss these issues and try to come up with an action plan. 

• l spent a great deal of time this week fixing 2 problems caused by the NOTES interface and how it 
posts information to ARMS. There were several problems this week that caused damaged records 
that had to be corrected. 

Additional activities 

• I continue to be involved in discussions regarding the MAIL2 problem but there has been no 
movement thus far on correcting the problem or getting the data over to ARMS. The plan for fixing 
the problem has been submitted. We had a meeting on this this week at which som of the 
approaches were discussed and equipment needs were put together. 

Contract Issues: 

• I Signed off on an IWO for PC Maintenance IAG support this week. I spoke with Cathy Gallant about 
the IWO and she said to move forward on it. I also spoke to Debbie Pow to make sure there was 
funding. 

• I had a meeting with Bob Blumfield regarding the delivery of the CSR's (533 Financial reports). 

• l passed an IWO from Tim Fuller along to NG and asked them to respond. I left a copy of the request 
on you chair. 

Planned Activities for next week: 
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I will be on vacation next week and will be back on 8/10/98 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

08/13/98 07:21:01 AM 



Record Type: Record 

To: James B. Wright^ 

cc; 

Subject: Concerns 
Jim; 


This is a followup to our discussions on Tuesday regarding the mail2 problem" or project X. 

I am concerned about several aspects of this problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement under 
way to fix the problem and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy, John or 
Bob they tell me that there is no movement on this project from their side and the last activity was the 
meeting we had with Betty before she left (7/26). 

Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on the VAX 
side. 

The only people I have had contact with on this project are You,Cathy,Betty,Sandy,Bob and John. 1 have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and I am not at all dear what my role should be. I feel that 
the records must be recreated and any searches need to be reperformed if the requestors feel it is 
necessary. _ This seems like a daunting proposition but 1 do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally, I feel that I can not walk away from this problem because any work that will be done to 
recover the records will directly impact ARMS and searching... also, as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of the affected accounts could be moved to another server (Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing the impact) This would cause records to flood into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appologize for the rambling nature of this memo but I hope it captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 

later... Tony 
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James 8. Wright 
08/13/98 07:37:13 AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Daniel A. 

cc: Kathleen K. Gallant/flNHf 

bcc: Records Management 

Subject: Re: Concerns ^ 

Tony there as been some movement to get this back on the movement track. Kathy informed me 
yesterday that Paulette briefed Jim Welsh of NG that he can now proceed with developing a plan to get 
this effort going. 

Certainly the Data Center and the Records Team has been left out of this matter and the result could be a 
great deal of work put upon us later. 

I would suggest that we setup a meeting with Jim Welsh and see if we can find out his anticipated time 
schedule and general direction. 

If you do not know him we should go over and introduce you to him today. 

I will see if he is in today and set something up. 

Is there anything else I should do in the short term? 

Jim 

DANIEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

08/13/98 07:21:01AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 


James B. Wright/i 


cc: 

Subject: Concerns 


Jim; 


This is a followup to our discussions on Tuesday regarding “the mai!2 problem" or project X. 

I am concerned about several aspects of this problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement under 
way to fix the problem and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy, John or 
Bob they tell me that there is no movement on this project from their side and the last activity was the 
meeting we had with Betty before she left (7/28). 
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Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on the VAX 
side. 

The only people 1 have had contact with on this project are You,Cathy t Betty,$andy,Bob and John. { have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and 1 am not at ali dear what my role should be. I feel that 
the records must be recreated and any searches need to be reperformed if the requestors feel it is 
necessary... This seems like a daunting proposition but I do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally, I feel that I can not walk away from this problem because any work that will be done to 
recover the records will directly impact ARMS and searching... also, as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of the affected accounts could be moved to another server {Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing the impact) This would cause records to flood into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appoiogize for the rambling nature of this memo but ( hope it captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 

Later.,, Tony 
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Record Type: Record 


To: 


James R. Webster/® 


CC: 

Subject* 


James B. Wright/® 


meeting 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/01/98 03:15:24 PM 



1 spoke to Kathy Gallant this morning about the mail2 problem and as a result l would like to have a meeting 
to discuss the plan/approach for proceeding. I think Sandy Bob Haas and John spriggs ought to be there also. 

let me know when is good for you. 

Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/04/98 10:04:24 AM 



Record Type: Record 

To: James B. Wright/4MHd 

CC: 

Subject: Weekly for 9/4/98 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

• I attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

• After reviewing the code which performs the convert of WPL and DX documents to TXT and performing 
several tests, I decided not to renew the KEYpak licence and maintenance for the coming year. The 
code had been using the VMS convert and if that failed then it would use KEYpak. The tests revealed 
that KEYpak was getting invoked very sparsely and when invoked in theses circumstances, it also failed to 
convert. 

• I worked with Brian Groper of NSC and Eric Duong from the reconstruction project to help NSC 
perform their data conversions. 

• I spoke with Jurg (FMD) regarding the status of funding for e-mail reconstruction and other armstrong 
projects. The paperwork has been passed to OA Counsel and is awaiting processing there. I send mail to 
OA counsel requesting a status and have heard nothing yet 

ARMS activity 

• I moved several months worth of data from the CD duster to the ARMS data warehouse. I also did 
some analysis of disk utilization and projections on how much space we will require. I am now estimating 
that we have about 4 months worth of space available on the ARMS data warehouse. I spoke with Sandy 
Golas about getting SMS in to give us a quote on increasing diskspace by filling all available slots on the 
ARMS data warehouse with 4GB drives and swapping several of the 1GB drives with the 4GB drives. If I 
cannot get space before I run out I will have to perform data compression on some of the agency data 
and store it in a compressed format which means that retrieval will be slowed and searches will be 
extended. 

• I had a discussion with Jim Webster regarding OVP E-mail and records management. I informed him 
that we had a OVP records bucket but that we only were getting mail from OVP that crossed into 
another bucket. However, it turns out that ARMS may be getting internal OVP mail because the mail 
template of certain OVP users contains the records management Icons. He wants to put WAVES up for 
all OVP users and also have all their records managed through ARMS. I referred him to Kathy Gallant 
for a decision on that. 


Additional activities 

• I continued to spend time reviewing and marking up 2 diagrams detailing the workings of ARMS and the 
NOTES/ARMS interface. These diagrams have been drawn up as a result of the Y2K effort, i met with 
Mark Geschke for about an hour and went through my additions to the diagrams. 

• I put together a goods and services and authorization request memo for Kathy Gallant's signiture to 
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purchase 6 4GB disks for the NOTES MA1L2 recovery project. This has been passed to FMD for 
signature and will then make its way to OA counsel. 

• I plan on attending the DOT kickoff meeting this week, I will report on progress on this next week. 

Contract Issues: 

• NONE to report. 

Planned Activities for next week: 

• I will be at DOT for 6 hours per day sorting next week. 
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James B. Wright 
09/10/98 02:02:01 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Daniel A. Banyj( 

CC: 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Concerned 
lets talk in the am. 
DANIEL A. 


Record Type: Record 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/10/98 07:58:36 AM 


To: Kathleen K. Gailant/OA/EOP, James B. Wright/i0^^ 

CC: 

Subject: Concerned 
Kathy, Jim; 

I am growing increasingly conceamed about the seeming lack of movement on the Mail2 problem. Do you 
know where the hold up Is. We have known about this problem for 4 months now and not a single record 
has been passed to A RMS... even worse, the root problem has not been fixed. 

Let me know what you think. 

Later... Tony 
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James 8, Wright 
09/25/98 04:36:16 PM 


Record Type: Record 


Daniel A. BarryH 


bcc: Records Management 

Subject: Re: Concerned 


My only knowledge at this time is that NG will not proceed without direct specifications from the 
government, f don't what Dale plans to do about this. But 1 suppose that JS&T needs to start the ball by 
provide NG with direction. 


DANIEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/25/98 08:59:14 AM 



Record Type: Record 

To: Kathleen K. Gallant/ffMtfT James B. Wright JWtKKSf 

cc: 

Subject: Concerned 
Jim, Kathy; 

K has been about 2 week since I sent my last "concerned memo" regarding the maiI2 problem and I am 
still not seeing any movement on fixing the problem. I need to know, for my own sanity, exactly what my 
role in this project should be. My take all along has been that I am the recipient of the data so that my 
involvement is to make sure that whatever data is sent to me is in compliance with the Records 
management guidelines and ARMS. I do not and have not considered myself the driver of the project, 
However I am not sure who the driver of the project is since anyone involved in that capacity has left. 

Can you please clarify this for me so that we are all on the same wavelength. 

Thanks. 

Later... Tony 
Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRV 

10/13/98 03:42:54 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 


Christina L. Vanfossan, 
Hochultfl 


* Joseph G. Koub; 


Jurg £. 


cc: 

Subject: ARMSTRONG Projects 
Chris 


Per our meeting last week... 

Here are 4 projects that I can see happening in the near term that are not currently budgeted for. it is 
arguable whether or not ARMS II is on the bocks ??? 

let me know if you need any more info 

I will keep this list up to date as I think of more stuff. 

Later... Tony 


1 ARMS TAPE CONVERSIONS 

The current tapes that are produced from the ARMS system (Approx 500 per month) are not acceptable to 
NARA. Depending on the agreement we reach with NARA we may end up having to convert those tapes 
to a new format, the NARA format 

This project would take approximately 6-9 months to accomplish, (2 people for 3 months doing software 
development and 1 person for 3 months performing the processing) 

There may be a requirement for additional hardware/software 

Approximate cost $350,000 

This project would have to be initiated prior to Jan 1 2001 i.e, June 2000 
2. MONITOR FACILITY REWRITE 

The records management staff (Nell Doering) use a records monitor facility to review the EOF records on 
a regular basis for conformity to records management directives. This utility was developed in ALL-IN-1 
and will have to be moved to another platform if/when we turn off ALL-IN-1. 

Estimated cost: 

$ 200,000 


«; EXHIBIT 
| - 
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3. PROJECT X (MAIL 2) RECONSTRUCTION 

Mail has to be recovered from Lotus backup tapes and place in ARMS 
Estimated cost $250,000 

4. ARMS II 

This project is the followon to the current ARMS system and would include; Increased storage. Improved 
search capability and Intelligent record scheduling. 

Estimated cost $3-5 M 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

11/12/98 07:01:52 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject 


Joseph A. Vasta 

DeVere R. Patton/® 
Robert D. Helms/® 
MAIL 2 meeting 


( John E. Spriggs^ 

I, James B. Wright/1 


| Lynnae C. Roscoei 


Joe;John; 


We need to sit down soon and discuss the approach to accomplishing this task. It is clear (At least to me) 
that we cannot proceed as described in the IWO. 

When is good fo you guys. ? 

Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

11/12/98 07:46:16 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


DeVere R. Patton/® 

Robert D. Helms/® 

Issues from COTR meeting 


k Lynnae C. Roscoa 


James B. WrighW 


Devere; 


Here is a list of open items that NG needs technical guidance on: 

1 . A response on the relaxation of the position description requirements for the Network manager 
position 

2. A response on the MAIL2 IWO 

3. The 1 999 award fee plan 

4. The 1998 award fee. 

5. Direction on how to proceed with the pubs server staffing issues. 

6. Several IWO's 

7. General guidance on SDLC. 

Later... Tony 



E 0944 




868 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

11/13/98 11:31:06 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


James B. Wright^ 

Christa MoyleJ 
Weekly for 1 1/13/98 


E-mail reconstruction activity 


• I attended the weekly E-mail reconstruction status meeting this week 

• I took delivery of Process Cycle 13 {April 1994) this week and proceeded to load the data into the 
ARMS data warehouse. 


ARMS activity 

• I completed an E-mail search request this week. The request was submittet by WHO councel and 
involved the search of WHO.OVP.OPD and NSC online records. 

• I continued to work with Procurement on the purchase of additional diskspace and associated 
hardware for the ARMS data warehouse. There are a number of issues surrounding the installation 
and purchase of the hardware that need to be resolved. The CBD announcement has been made 
and the responses are due back by 11/23/98. There have been a number of questions submitted by 
potential vendors that I have worked on answering. 


Additional activities 

• I conducted the PROFS project closeout meeting this week. I also prepared the transfer document for 
transferring the data tapes to NARA- I circulated this document for internal review and intend to 
transfer the tapes to NARA on Tuesday 11/16/98. 

Contract Issues: 

• I attended the weekly COTR/CO/NG meeting this week. There are a number of open issues that the 
Government needs to get answered for the contractor. Among these issues are the following: 

1 . A response on the relaxation of the position description requirements for the Network manager 
position 

2. A response on the MAIL2 I WO 

3. The 1999 award fee plan 

4. The 1998 award fee. 

5. Direction on how to proceed with the pubs server staffing issues. 

6. Several IWO's 


Data center operations: 

• I Attended the morning operations meetings this week. 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

12/24/98 09:46:56 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To; Joseph G. Koub 

ce Dorothy E. Schott,^ 

Subject: Info for Legal re ARMSTRONG 


Hers is the matrix that we talked about on Wed. I will be in on Tuesday 12/29. Do not move this forward 
until Dottie has seen the final we come up with. 


Thanks. 

This matrix contains all ARMSTRONG* related projects(Not already in progress and funded) and is in 
three tiers: 

First tier is the projects that I think should be done or started 

Second tier is possible Y2k related 

Third tier is projects that could be done but are not vital**. 


Project name 99 cost 2000 cost 

ARMS Tape conversion 350,000 120,000 


VAX Y2k compliance 100,000 

ARMS Y2k compliance 1 00,000 

Monitor facility rewrite (ALl-IN-1 removal) 100,000 

NOTES/ARMS interface Y2k compliance 200,000 


Mail 2 reconstruction (Project X) 650,000 1 ,000,000 

ARMS II 2,000,000 2,000,000 


'ARMSTRONG related means that one could make the case for ARMSTRONG funds 
‘* In my opinion 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

01/14/99 12:39:02 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


Joseph G. Kouba/| 


Re: Memo for RAR9125 g 


Joe; 

As a followup... 

Pis remove the "project X * designation on the ARMS financial sheet 

We need to keep in mind that the ARMS tape conversion project wiii probably not come for 
ARMSTRONG. 

Also NO Y2K projects are on this sheet... Just wanted to pcint that out. 

Later... Tony 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

02/01/99 10:19:39 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


Christa Moyteil 

James B. Wright/(|_ 
Meeting with Dottie; 


Nellie W. Doering^ 


Christa; 


I need to schedule a meeting with Dottie to discuss Deletion of ARMS records as per the records 
schedule, (see below) 

Piease let me know when is good. 


Thanks. 


Later.., Tony 


' Dorothy E, deal 

02/01/99 07:55:24 AM 

Record Type: Record 


Daniel A Barry* 


cc: 

Subject: 


Re: Deletion of ARMS records 


Nellie W. Doeringy 


Catherine S. Anderso 


Michael J. 


Barry, 

Before we delete anything I need a quick overview of our intentions and possible ramifications, 
etc. A half an hour or less with the approbate and interested parties should do it. Can you set that up 
with me and whomever else you deem appropriate. Dottie 
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BARRY 

02/08/99 08:41:47 AM 



Record Ty pe : Record 


Robert E. Whitemai 



To: 

cc: John E. Spriggs/M WBjB^, Sandra L. Go la 

Doering^HH^PPIf^iames B. Whghi 
Subject: ARMS/NOTES problem 


Mark H. Bartholomew/ 



Nellie W. 


Mark, Bob; 


It appears as though the NOTES/ARMS interface fails to include BCC addresses 
in the information that gets posted to ARMS. The following is a situation where 
an external E-mail gets into ARMS without any addresees on it ???. John 
investigated the mail and it has one BCC addresee on it. This did not make it to 
ARMS. 


It needs to be investigated and fixed whenever the code is compilable... 
Thanks. 

Later... Tony 

FILENAME :ARM$_EXT:(MESSAGE.D54}MAIL49257083 1.036 

BODYPART:E 

REC TYPE:F 

TRANSTYP:1 


POSTT1ME: 4-FEB-1S99 12:09:36.00 
TAG:1 1 1 LENGTH: 143 



UNKNOW 

N])> 

TAG:10« LENGTH: 12 AWESOMEH!:- 

TAG.T07 LENGTH: 38 - ARMS_EXT:(ATTACH.D54)MAIL4 13570832.036:- 
TAG:119 LENGTH: 16-: 000:00:00.00:- 
TAG:1 12 LENGTH: 4 -:DONE:- 

TAG:107 LENGTH: 38 -ARMS_EXT:(ATTACH.D54]MAIL466570833.036> 

TAG:1 19 LENGTH: 16 -: 000:00:00.00:- 
TAG:1 12 LENGTH: 4 -:DONE:- 

%COPY-S-COPIED, ARMS EXT:EMESSAGE.D54]MAIL492570831. 036:1 copied to 
RM DATA02:(A 

RMSTRONG.TEMP.D1J2081892F.TXT;1 (1 block) 

Hex Dump of ARMS EXT:|ATTACH.D!>4jMAIL413570832.036 
to ARMSTRONG TEMP_LOC ATION :208 1 892f.TXT 
$ dir/siz ARMS EXT:[ATTACH"’d54!MAIL4 13570832.036 
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Robert E. Whiteman 


Record Type: Record 


cc: 

Subject: ARMS/NOTES problem 


— Forwaroed by Robert E. Whiteman/OA/EOP oo 02/0&99 05:58 PM 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

02/08/99 08:41:47 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 


Robert E. Whiteman/j 



Mark H. Bartholomew^ 


cc: John E. Sandra L. Gola 

Ooeriog/flHH^Pw James B. Wright/j 
Subject: ARMS/NOTES problem 



Mark, Bob; 


It appears as though the NOTES/ARMS Interface fails to Include BCC addresses 
in the Information that gets posted to ARMS. The following Is a situation where 
an external E-mail gets into ARMS without any addresees on it ???. John 
investigated the mail and it has one BCC addresee on it. This did not make it to 
ARMS. 

It needs to be investigated and fixed whenever the code is compilable... 

Thanks. 


Later... Tony 

FltENAME:ARM$_E>(T:[MESSAGE.D54]MAJL492570831.036 

BODYPART:E 

REC TYPEtF 

TRANSTYP:1 


POSTTIME: 4-FEB-1999 12:09:36.00 
TAG:111 LENGTH: 143 
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UNKNOW 

N ) ):- 

TAG:108 LENGTH. 12 -.. AWESOME!!!:- 

TAG:107 LENGTH: 38 -:ARMS_EXT:|ATTACH.O54)MAIL413570832.036:- 
TAG:119 LENGTH 16 0 00:00:00.00:- 

TAG 1 1 2 LENGTH 4 -:DONE : - 

TAG. 107 LENGTH 38 -:ARMS_EXT:(ATTACH.D54)MAIL466570833.036:- 
TAG 1 19 LENGTH 16 - 0 00.00:00 00:- 
TAG:1 12 LENGTH: 4 -:DONE> 

%COPY-S-COPIED, ARMS £XT:(MESSAGE.D54]MAIL492570831.036;1 copied to 
RM DATA02:(A 

RMSTRONG .TEMP.D 1 )208 1 892F.TXT;1 (1 block) 

Hex Dump of ARMS_EXT:(ATTACH.D54)MAIL413570832.036 
to ARMSTRONG_TEMP_LOCATION:2081892f.TXT . 

$ dil/siz ARMS EXT:(ATTACH.D54]MA!L4 13570832.036 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

03/18/99 12:43:31 PM 



Record Type: Record 


DeVere R. Patton/# 


i, Karl H. Heissner/j( 


E, Nellie W. Ooering,jj 


Subject: MAIL2 records management problem. 

DeVere; 

It has come to my attention that when the “bleeding" was stopped on MAIL2 in November 1998, ALL the 
bleeding may NOT have been stopped. I have spoken with John Spriggs and it appears as though at 
least one account, MILLENNIUM, may still have the problem. I believe NG should be instructed to 
investigate and report back on exactly what the situation is with regard to the MAIL2 problem. 

Later... Tony 
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Michael E, Ritter 


05/21- '99 02:55:27 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Albert F. Leister J 

cc: 

Subject; Re: Mail2 statement of work 

This is actually from Septembes ‘98. Still no action on... or response from... the gov't. 

Forwarded by Michael E. Ritter/OA/EOP on 05/21/99 02:54 PM — 


John E. Spriggs 
04/02/99 09:06:49 AM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Michael E. Rrtlarfl 

cc: 

Subject: Re: Mail2 


-01 

09/23/98 


STATEMENT OF WORK 
to 

Fully Re-instate Mail2/EOP into EOP Records Management 

System 




877 


Kathleen K. Gallant 
07/21/98 06:39:49 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


Stephen 0. Hawkins/# 

James B. Wright/# 
Lambuth Transition 


I need to know to whom and when this is going to begin. If Jim Webster is the person, then we need to 
introduce him to Laura and Sheryl and get the transitions underway. I am getting emails and phone calls 
about who it is and what you are doing. Please raise this up on your list. 

Scuttlebutt says end of month is when Betty is leaving - and since I haven't heard anything from you, it's 
all hearsay. But I need to keep the circling Indians at bay. 

Thanks, Kathy 
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. Kathleen K. Gallant 

08/13/98 11:49:03 AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


James B. Wright/^ 

Daniel A. Barry/fl 
Re: Concerns ^ 


Jim Webster is the person taking Betty's place and Paulette had a meeting with him, Sandy, John Spriggs 
and Bob Haas authorizing them that it was okay for them to discuss this project in detail with Jim now. 


I agree with Tony's concerns and Jim is concerned as well. Betty's plans were virtually non-existent, but I 
have confidence that Jim will turn this around. I agree with having a meeting with Jim Webster, Tony and 
yourself and I will be glad to participate. 


I also agree with Tony about the new searches that will have to be done. We need direction from OA 
counsel on that front. 
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Karl H. Heissner 

03/18/99 01:03:20 PM 




Record Type: Record 


To: DeVere R. PattonANBM) 

cc: Dorothy E Cleai/flBBI. Nellie W. Doeringl^W James 6. WrighWBBBPI, Charles L. 

Sigman^HBUBI 
b cc: Records Management 

Subject: Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 

Operations is not an area under my purview, but i offer the following recommendation: 

After NG makes the determination that the Records Management pfbcess is working properly (see Tony’s 
e-mail from today concerning what n^y be the continuation of the old Mai!2 problem on a smaller scale) 
and confirms that fact, that they be asked to resume the re-cycling of backup tapes according to 
documented schedules and procedures by the Operations Manager while preserving backup MAIL2 
server backup tapes created between 1998 and now ("now" to be defined). 

Hope this helps. 

DeVere R. Patton 03/18/99 11:11:45 AM 


DeVere R. Patton 03/1 8/99 11:11 :45 AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

bcc: 

Subject: 


Dorothy E. Cleal/f 
Karl H. Hei ssner/ f 
Sigman/gHMHl 


Nellie W. DoeringJ 


Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


f. James B. Wright/4 


\ Charles L. 


From my understanding, this was a problem that NG inherited and (true to NG form) have done nothing 
but continue the practice. To answer your question, yes, it is something that NG should be doing under 
the base contract. However, once tapes have been inventored, documented, etc. only half of the problem 
will be solved. We will still have to purchase the backup tapes until the Government desides on 
procedures to implement a restoration plan. This is where my knowledge of the situation becomes shady. 
I believe the responsibility falls in Karl's area and I understand he is having a meeting on the restoration 
project today. 


Dorothy E. Cleai 


//? Dorothy E. Cleal 

03/1 7/99 03:1 1:47 PM 
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Record Type; Record 


To; DeVere R. Patter Kart H. Heissnerfl 

cc: Nellie W. Doerin James B. Wright/( 

Subject: • Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


[, Charles L. Sigman/® 


Is this something that NG should be doing under the base contract or not? Please let me soonest. Dottie 
Cleai 


Forwarded by Dorothy E. Clesl/tfH® on 03/17/99 03:10 PM 



To; Dorothy £. Cleal ^f 

cc: James B. Wnght'flMtffe Charles L. Sigman®BMBf 

bcc: 

Subject; Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups jj*j 
Dottie; 

I recerved Chuck Sigman's memo on the cost $20,000 wit! only hold us until MAY, 

The following is my understanding: (sorry this is so long) 

PROBLEM: 

The Server 2 Backup Tapes that were not records managed need to be restored and ultimately put into 
ARMS. These tapes have not been inventoried, documented, sampled, tested, or anything else 
according to Tony Barry. Consequently, all the servers are backed up on a regular basis and not recycled 
because it is one operation. 

Apparently Tony hied to do something about it some time ago and NG said it was too much work and they 
needed an IWO, etc., etc.. Subsequently, the project was turned ever to SID because it was determined 
to be a "Lotus Notes" problem and not an "All-1 N-t problem. Sooooo — as I understand it from Tony — 
the backup tapes just keep piling up and now are a complete mess and a mounting problem. 

As long as the backup tapes keep piling up its costing money. 

It will cost money to do nothing. 

It will cost money to get the basics done on the Server 2 backup tapes that were not records managed ~~ 
backup tape inventory, documentation, labeling, etc. 

Eventually, it will cost money to restore the backup tapes that were not records managed. 

SOLUTION: 

The time period that the Lotus Notes were not records managed needs to be examined to find out exactly 
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how many tapes are involved so it can be determined how long it wii! take to inventory, document, label, 
sample, test, etc. them so we have an idea of how long it will take. 

{This should be determined either before we buy new tapes if possible, or before May — which means 
$20,000 must be spent now). 

It appears that SID (or whoever) needs to 1) instruct NG to separate the Server 2 Backup Tapes that were 
not records managed, and 2) further instruct NG to inventory, document, label, and anything else that 
needs to be done to them as soon as possible. Of course, these tapes need to be "secured" so that they 
are easily identified as the Server 2 Backup Tapes that were not records managed and identified as a 
"Project" that needs to be completed before the ARMS/NARA Conversion Project gets to those "dates" 
involved. 

Once all of this is accomplished, {and verified by tS&T staff) the current backup tapes should start to be 
recycled on a norma! schedule. The servers "Lotus Notes" are the same as the VAX "ALL-IN-I" and 
should be recycled on a normal basis — daily, weekly. This win eliminate the need to buy more tapes. 

Plan for the restoration of these backup tapes — including fending. 

ACTION: Punt!! SMILE!! 

Unfortunately, it looks like we need to stretch our resources once again. Tony seems to think that SID 
should make something happen. Perhaps they do not entirely understand the problem. Maybe SID, 

Jim W/Tony should meet and make a decision — at least about getting these tapes inventoried, 
documented, labeled, etc.. I would be happy to attend the meeting. At least by doing this much, the 
backup tapes could begin to be recycled on a normal basis and we would not need to continue to buy new 
ones. 


Keep buying tapes until the Y2K problems are completed. Then concentrate on the problem{S). 
INACTION: The results of inaction now: 

1. Continue to buy more backup tapes. At what cost?? 

2. Unnecessary backup tapes keep piling up. 

3. We still will not have an inventory, documentation, etc. of these backup tapes and is danger 

of loss and/or damage. 

4. If a solution to restoring the backup tapes is not resolved soon — this information will not get into 
ARMS in time for the reconversion to the NARA format. 

5. This will probably mean a separate recovery project just for these backup tapes at a later 

time. Given it is getting dose to transition — this is really not acceptable. 

Nell 

P.S. Tony and I are going to meet with Kart tomorrow on the subject of restoration of the Server 2 
backup tapes that were not records managed. 1 am forwarding him a copy of this memo so he 
knows about the other related problems. 


Dorothy E. Cleal 

f Dorothy E. Cleal 
*■ 03/16/99 02:36:20 PM 
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Record Type: Record 


To: 


Charles L. Sigman/® 


cc: 

Subject: 


James B. WrightBMBB 6 . Nellie W. Doering/I 
Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups jgj 


What is our intended solution to this issue? Dottie Cleal 
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, - — ./'Joseph G. Kouba 03/18/9901:58:07 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 

Subject: FYLRe: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 

I am not sure if Kate sent this to you. Looks like MAIL 2 reconstruction is back on hold until some 
additional confirmation is received. 

Thanks. 

Forwarded by Joseph G. Kouba/JjBMfc 5 on 03/18/99 01:55 PM — - - 


Catherine S. Anderson 


03/18/99 01:46:19 PM 


Record Type: Record 


Joseph G. Koub; 


bcc: 

Subject. Re: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 ^ 

Joe: See changes below. As you will note, I deleted the last bullet until I confirm with Mike. 
Kate 

Joseph G. Kouba 


. Joseph G. Kouba 


03/18/99 01:12:31 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Catherine S. Anderson^HP^ 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject: Armstrong T alking Points for 3/19 

This is to follow up on our discussion this morning regarding the outstanding Armstrong Issues. The 
following is a list of updated information you wanted included in the talking points that will used in the 
monthly analysis meeting with Virginia 


• We are awaiting word from OMB on the status of the $500K that might be transferred from NARA to 
the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with OMB to 
resolve the transfer issue. 


‘EXHIBIT 
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* No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion will be made 
until the issue of the $500K NARA transfer is settled. 

* 1ST has a drafted a project plan for the ARMS/NARA t3pe conversion, which will be submitted to 
NARA for review and comment. 


Thanks for all your assistance. 


Message Copied To:_ 


Michael J. Lyl< 
Daniel A Barry, 
Nellie W. Doerii 
Karl H. Heissner/ 
Christina L. Vanfi 
Dorothy E. Cleal 



Message Sent To:,. 


Christina L Vanfossai 
Dorothy E. Cleal/l 
Daniel A. Barry; 

Nellie *W. Doerii 
Kart H. Heissner/ 
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Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


Dorothy E. deal/® 

Daniel A. Barry/®®®®®^!®*', James B. Wright 
RE: ARMS-NARA Reformaiing Project 


Dottier 


FOR YOUR INFORMATION: 


Kart H. Meissner/® 


I reviewed Tony's Proposal and suggested that he clarify the time lines by adding specific dates for 
completion of tasks. He made the changes and has given the proposal to Kate Anderson (per instruction 
from Mike Lyle) asking for review by COB on March 16, 1999. 

We included a note indicating that we should also consider the reconstruction of the Lotus Notes e-mail 
that was not records managed on Server 2. This should be done before the ARMS reconversion is 
completed so that this e-mail is included. 

I also spoke to Karl Heissner regarding the Lotus Notes e-mail on Server 2 (that was not records 
managed). He plans to call a meeting some time next week to see how difficult this task would be to 
complete and at what cost 

Additionally, Tony asked about the backup tapes relating to the Lotus Notes e-maii on Server 2 (that was 
not records managed). He agreed to ensure that these tapes are properly inventoried and documented by 
NG. This will allow the recycling of the current backup tapes to continue on a routine schedule. 

Nell 
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Meeting: 4/9/1999 

Subject; Records Management of all Mail! and Maill Server Accounts 

Issues 


Mail2 and Maill Servers still contain unrecordmanaged accounts, preventing the recycling of 
backup tapes. 

Accounts: 


Dennis, Carol Maill 

Kieffer, Charles Maill 

GUESTBOOK Mail2 

MILLBklUM Mail2 


Clinton, William 

Others: BEEPIT, FAX1, FaxSrl, FaxSr, GATEWAY, LNOTES, HOTMAIL, 

TEST, OMFAX, OMFAX2, PUBSRV, TEST, _Hot, Pubs, _Server, Pubs 


Our Task: 

To develop and execute the procedures to conserve nonrecordsmanaged e-mail currently on 
Maill and Mail2 and to update all affected accounts to ensure records management of e-mail 
afterwards. 

Objective: 

To make the necessary corrections by Sunday, April 18, and to commence backup tape recycling 
immediately afterwards. 
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. Kathleen K. Gallant 
08/13/9811:49:03 AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 


James B. Wright'fl 


cc: 

Subject: 


Daniel A. Barry<| 
Re: Concerns 


Jim Webster is the person taking Betty's place and Paulette had a meeting with him, Sandy, John Spriggs 
and Bob Haas authorizing them the '■* was okay for them to discuss this project in detail with Jim now. 

I agree with Tony's concerns and Jim is concerned as well. Betty’s pians were virtually non-existent, but l 
have confidence that Jim will turn this around. 1 agree with having a meeting with Jim Webster, Tony and 
yourself and I will be glad to participate. 


I also agree with Tony about the new searches that will have to be done. We need direction from OA 
counsel on that front. 
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Jim.Kathy; 

{{ has been about 2 week since I sent my last "concerned memo" regarding the maii2 problem and I am 
still not seeing any movement on fixing the problem. I need to know, for my own sanity, exactly what my 
role in this project should be. My take all along has been that I am the recipient of the data so that my 
involvement is to make sure that whatever data is sent to me is in compliance with the Records 
management guidelines and ARMS. I do not and have not considered myself the driver of the project. 
However I am not sure who the driver of the project is since anyone involved in that capacity has left. 

Can you please clarify this for me so that we are all on the same wavelength. 

Thanks. 

Later... Tony 
Later... Tony 


£ 098 6 
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Kathleen K, Gallant 
09/25/98 03:19:04 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Daniel A. Barry/j 

cc; James B. Wright 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Concerned 



I had a meeting with Joe Vasta, logicon PM, John Spriggs, and Jim Webster yesterday morning 
regarding this very subject. I just had not had a chance to share with all the outcome of the meeting. 


The Notes Anomaly team met and have come up with a strategy. It's a two phase approach basically. 

They first will back-up Mail 2 using a DLT tape drive that they can verify as it writes. Then they will 
execute the Notes agent changes to change ail the ids looking for Mail2 to MAIL2, then they will delete the 
unrecorded messages. This will get the un-Armed messages off of Mail2 and onto the recovery server. 
From that point forward - line in the sand - the mail will all be Arms managed properly. 

As the second phase - Reconstruction of the unmanaged files from the Mail 2 server as well as any tape 
reconstruction - NG has to prepare an IWO for that work along with the other Notes/Arms work that needs 
to be done. 


Contracts is aware of the whole mess, and supports the creation of the IWO to clarify what is to be done 
and when. 


Please - no jumping out the window - - it's not necessary!!! 
Kathy 


DANIEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

09/25/98 08:59:14 AM 
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During the production of documents in response to the latest E-mail search request from WHO 
counsel I noticed a potential problem with the capture of E-mail traffic coming into the HOP 
Lotus NOTES system from the Internet. 

I performed a search of the OA ARMS bucket and produced 3 E-mail records dated Dec. 9 1997 
all from EOPUSER 1 to INTERNETUSER I . Where EOPUSER 1 represents a particular Lotus 
NOTES E-mail user within the EOP complex and INTERNETUSER 1 represents a particular 
external user outside the EOP complex. 

From the content of the E-mail it was clear that during the course of the day there had been an 
exchange of E-mail both to and from each of the 2 pepole, however my E-maii search did not 
reveal the incoming messages from INTERNETUSER 1. 

I performed the search of the E-mail OA bucked for December several times looking for the 
inbound messages but could not find them. I also performed the search of the DEFAULT bucket 
wluch is where mail goes of it cannot be determined to what agency an addresse belongs but I 
failed to find the inbound mail. 

I then had Mr Spriggs (The E-mal! Iministrator) puli the log of the FIREWALL system for Dec 
9 and search it for buth addresses i.e. EOPUSER1 and INTERNETUSER 1. 

This log showed a trail consisting of 7 outbound e-mail messages from EOPUSER! to 
INTERNETUSER 1 and 6 incoming messages from INTERNETUSER 1 to EOPUSERl for that 
day. 

I then pulled the backup of the ARMS buckets from DEC 13 and restored it back to the system to 
see if I could find any of the 19 messages (13 - the 3 that were found as a result of the search) 
under the suspicion that the 10 messages that were not found by the search had been tagged as 
NON record and therefore would have been deleted by the ARMS system once they had been 
monitored and aged 3 weeks. 

From a search of this backup tape I was able to find all 7 outbound E-mail messages (The 3 that 
were found by the original search and 4 that were tagged as NON record by the creator, 
EOPUSER 1 ) and were therefore deleted. 

.1 was still unable to find any of the 6 outbound messages from that day. 

I have asked for information regarding backups of the Lotus Notes E-mail servers and Want to 
check the RECORDS MANAGEMENT user on the NOTES side to see if we can figure out 
what happened. 

It is still not clear where the messages got lost. We know the inbound messages got to the 
firewall. We are fairly sure that the messages got to EOPUSER Vs mail account and we know 
these messages did not get to the ARMS system. We are not sure where the problem lies at this 
point. 

It is very difficult to determine if this is an . isolated incident that occurred oniu on this day for this 
.user or whether it is a systemic problem that is and has been occurring all along but has remained 
undetected. 

There are plenty of other inbound messages from INTERNETUSER 1 that did make it to the 
ARMS system. 
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Lotus Notes to. ARMS Interface Anomaly 



Lotus Notes email for staff using the MaiI2 server may not reach the Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS) if a series of events occurred when the users’ account was 
created; . The following details are provided to identify the scope and cause of the 
problem 


Cause: 

The root of the problem stems from a discrepancy between the spelling of the Lotus Notes 
Server certificate ID versus the value of the server ID entered in the users’ person ID. 

The problem was introduced due to human error, during the user ID creation process. 


Definition of a certificate: . A certificate is an electronic "stamp" attached to a person’s 
User ID by a Notes certifier. Certificates allow access to specific Notes servers. When a 
staff member is registered as a Notes user, his/her User- ID should jhave -included the 
certificate^) required to access the servers needed for ARMS processing. 

The certification ID used to validate User IDs to the Mafl2 Lotus Notes server was 
created on 8/29/96.. The construct of the server name for which this certification ID was 
issued to was "Mail2 , \ 


Whefi-new userids are created for the Ma32 Lotus Notes email server using .the 
automated processes (a series of pull-down menus) the correct server ID spelling ‘Mail?” 
is entered in the user’s “Person Document”. This entry ties the user’s ID back to the ema*. 
server certificate. 


However, when user Ids. where created for MaiJ2, it.appcars that the -automated procedure 
was not used, and instead information was hand-keyed into the system. The construct of 
the spelling for the.Mai!2 server ID was. entered in all upper case letters (Le. MAXL2) 
versus the upper and lower case spelling required' to ensure the person’s User ID would be 
correctly linked to the Mail2 server, and subsequently the ARMS interface process. 

The ARMS scanner does not recognize the syntax spelling of the Mail2 email server for 
users who have the entry "MASJT .in their Person Document,. Therefore,- it rejects those 
users’ email because it does not- recognize the server named iC MAIL2 n . The result is those 
email. messages destined for ARMS do not make it through the interface from Lotus Notes 
to ARMS. 


Scope of the problem 

Certification ID created for Mail2 on 3/30/96. 
Number of Users on Maii2 affected: 526 
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Type of user email traffic that would fail the ARMS . scan: 

•&' Internet email (incoming) 

Delivery reports (confutation notification messages) 

Non-deli very reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (email trace routing hop information) 

Rejected ARMS' email is saved in each user • “SRccord” view This is a volatile area 
where information can he deleted by the user during the normal course of performing 
email housekeeping activities. Therefore- the number and range of rejected ARMS email 
messages vanes from user to user. Here is a sampling of :he volume of email records that 
reside in each users’ SRecord view; To gather the statistics below for each of the 526 
users impacted would take approximately 60 person hours of effort. 

Hudson, Maureen 

DateLotus.Notes email ID created: 10/17/96 
Total numb er of email messages: 2002 
Number of rejected ARMS messages: 284 
Date of oldest rejected message Tl/96 

Vranich, Janice 

Date Lotus Notes email ID created: 10/17/96 
Total number of email messages: 470 
Number of rejected ARMS messages: 56 
Date of oldest rejected message;. 1/98 

Sisser. Tracy 

Date Lotus Notes email ID created: 10/17/96 
Total number of email messages: 3,569 
Number of rejected ARMS messages: 913 
Date of oldest rejected message: 11/96 

Ikemiyashiro, Diane 

Date Lotus Notes email ID created: .10/17/96 
Total number of email messages: 3,684 
Number of rejected ARMS messages: 1,164 
Date of eldest rejected message: 11/96 


VM 

^ 1 • 
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Malone, Michael 

Date Lotus Notes email ID created: 10/17/96 
Total -number of -email messages: 4,469 
Number,of rejected ARMS messages: 3T0 
Date of oldest rejected message: 3/97 
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James B. Wright 
08/13/98 07:37:13 AM 


Record Type: Record 

To: Daniel A. Barry/flMHIP 

cc: Kathleen K. Gallant/fBBBi 

bcc: Records Management 

Subject Re: Concerns 

Tony there as been some movement to get this back on the movement track. Kathy informed me 
yesterday that Paulette briefed Jim Welsh of NG that he can now proceed with developing a plan to get 
this effort going. 

Certainly the Data Center and the Records Team has been left out of this matter and the result could be a 
great deal of work put upon us later. 

1 would suggest that we setup a meeting with Jim Welsh and see if we can find out his anticipated time 
schedule and general direction. 

If you do not know him we should go over and introduce you to him today. 

I will see if he is in today and set something up. 

Is there anything else I should do in the short term? 

Jim 

DANIEL A. 


Record Type: Record 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

08/13/98 07:21:01 AM 



James B. Wright/1 


Subject: Concerns 
Jim; 


This is a followup to our discussions on Tuesday regarding "the mail2 problem" or project X. 


! am concerned about several aspects of this problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement under 
way to fix the problem and recover the tost records from the backup tapes. When 1 talk to Sandy. John or 
Bob they tell me that there is no movement on this project from th eir side and the last acti vity was the 
meeting we had with Betty before she left (7/28). ~ 
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Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on the VAX 
side. 

The only people I have had contact with on this project are You, Cathy.Betty, Sandy, Bob and John. I have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and I am not at all clear what my role should be. I feel that 
the records must be recreated and any searches need to be reperformed if the requestors feel it is 
necessary... This seems like a daunting proposition but I do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally, I feel that I can not walk away from this problem because any work that will be done to 
recover the records will directly impact ARMS and searching... also, as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of the affected accounts could be moved to another server (Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing the impact) This would cause records to flood into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appologize for the rambling nature of this memo but I hope it captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 

Later... Tony 
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James B. Wright 
08/13/98 04:51:06 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: James R. Webster/1 

cc: Daniel A. Barry/^i 

Subject Re: Concerns 


Jim when can Tony and I get with you on this? 

— — Forwarded by James B. Wright'®BBP 00 08/13/98 05:05 PM - 



Kathleen K. Gallant 
08/13/98 11:49:03 AM 


Record Type: Record 


James B. Wright/^ 


cc: 

Subject: 


Daniel A. Barry 
Re: Concerns jg| 


Jim Webster is the person taking Betty's place and Paulette had a meeting with him, Sandy, John Spriggs 
and Bob Haas authorizing them that it was okay for them to discuss this project in detail with Jim now. 


I agree with Tony's concerns and Jim is concerned as well. Betty's plans were virtually non-existent, but I 
have confidence that Jim will turn this around. I agree with having a meeting with Jim Webster, Tony and 
yourself and I will be glad to participate. 


I also agree with Tony about the new searches that will have to be done. We need direction from OA 
counsel on that front. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 21, 1997 


Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C, 20515 


Dear Dick: 

In fulfillment of our commitment to complete our remaining document production 
obligations as expeditiously as possible, in addition to the e-mails produced on Friday, I am 
enclosing the documents described in the following paragraphs. I believe that, with the 
production of these documents we have satisfied all of the outstanding requests except for any 
recent informal requests my staff may have received. We will, of course, continue to cooperate 
in producing documents as you need. 


Many of the documents in this production may be duplicative of materials you 
already have; nevertheless, we are providing with this production copies of any of the 
Presidential and Vice Presidential briefing papers that we could not quickly ascertain you already 
have for all of DNC events for which we have provided audio or video tapes. These documents 
are at Bates Nos. EOF 069110 - EOP 069290. 


Also included in this production are additional briefing papers and guest lists from 
the Vice President’s Office for DNC fundraising and finance-related events attended by the Vice 
President during the responsive period (Bates Nos. EOP 068649 - EOP 069001). Virtually all of 
these briefing papers were either originally generated by the DNC or derived from information 
provided by the DNC, copies of which should be within the DNC’s productions to the 
Committee, To insure that the Committee received copies of all such documents, the Vice 
President Counsel’s office expanded their search criteria to include all DNC events and manually 
reviewed the approximately 1 ,000 daily schedules covering this time penod to identify any 
potentially responsive event which had not been produced through the earlier targeted searches. 


In addition, please find certain entries from a time management program that was 
implemented on an experimental basis in an effort to evaluate the use of the Vice President s 
time (EOP 069002 - EOP 069055). This material is redundant of documents previously 
produced from the Vice President’s Office with respect to these events. The approximate times 
at which scheduled events in the West Wing office began and ended were recorded in the 
program and the time was then allocated among certain pre-determined activity categories and 
sub-cateeories. For the Committee’s review, we have reproduced the time entries and 
categorizations that correspond to the DNC coffees and the Vice President’s 1995-96 D^fi, 
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telephone calls. Hie Committee also has previously been provided with the Vice President’s 
schedules, briefing papers and guest fists for the coffees. Hie Committee has previously been 
provided with all calf sheets, thank you notes, briefing papers and billing records for the phone 
calls. If you need similar entries for DNC fundraising events, which would be duplicative of 
material previously produced to you, please let us know. 

We have also included a few documents (EOP 069056 - EOP 069069 and EOP 
069106 -- EOP 069109) that were recently turned over to us by the Office of Records 
Management. Although we believe you may already have many, if not all of these documents, in 
the interest of ensuring that nothing was overlooked, we are providing them to you. Also, we are 
providing two documents (EOP 0295 1 1 - EOP 0295 1 3) that we believe are duplicative of other 
documents that we produced. 

Further, in responding to Justice Department requests during its 30-day inquiry 
for information about calls placed by the President to a list of telephone numbers, we determined 
calls were made from the Residence in October, 1 994, to telephone numbers listed to six of the 
individuals named in the October IS, 1994 memorandum from Laura Hartigan and Terry 
McAulifife to Harold Ickes (Bates Nos. EOP 036557 — EOP 036564). These individuate are 
Bernard Rapoport, Phillip Frost, Howard Gilman, Richard Hayward, Richard Jenrette, and 
Dennis Rivera. We would be happy to discuss this with you further. Additionally, in responding 
to new requests by the Department of Justice, we have located a few additional responsive 
documents related to DNC fundraising that we are including (Bates Nos: EOP 069291 — 

069296). 

Also, on Friday, we delivered the remaining product of our completed search for 
electronic mail records. This search covered the time period dating from July 1 994. As we have 
indicated, because of the nature of the White House electronic mail system, electronic mail 
messages from the period July 1994 to December 1995 only recently became readily searchable. 
Electronic messages before July 1 994 are not currently searchable, although certain limited 
scattered records for this period do exist and have been searched. At this time, we have 
completed the search of the electronic mail system from July 1 994 (including any earlier 
searchable scattered records) for the White House Office, the Office of the Vice President, the 
Office of Policy Development and the National Security Council. My staff is informed by the 
professional staff of the Office of Information Systems and Technology that a search of these 
components - which include the political units of the EOP - will yield any responsive e-mail 
either sent to or from any individual in any of those offices. Search of these units was designed 
' to capture all e-mails responsive to the Committee’s requests. There are several other 
components of the electronic mail system related to the non-political units of the EOP (including 
the Office of Administration, General Services Administration, Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of National Drug Control Policy, and the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy). Because some of these components are quite large (especially Office of Administration 
and Office of Management and Budget), searching them for the entire breadth of the earlier 
searches would take considerable time. Now that the search of the primary political units is 
complete, I suggest that our staffs meet to discuss what if any additional terms you wish to he 
searched and for what additional components. It is my understanding that in this manner we can 
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expedite any additional searches and provide any additional material as quickly as possible. 

Finally, you will find enclosed a supplemental privilege log. As you know, my 
staff met with your staff this past weekend to review the documents that relate to the Hudson 
casino matter. Pursuant to the non-waiver agreement under which we have been operating for 
some months, I enclose copies of the privileged materials that your staff requested. They bear 
Bates numbers that range from EOP 069070 to EOP 069105. As you know, in connection with 
private litigation in the Eastern District of Wisconsin, the justice Department, in consultation 
with the Office of Legal Counsel, has reviewed these documents and deemed them subject to 
privilege. We learned today that the Justice Department, in finalizing the privilege log, late last 
week concluded that two documents, EOP 069090 - 069091 and EOP 069072 -- 069075, are not 
subject to privilege. Consistent with this determination, these documents are not subject to our 
non- waiver agreement. 

As I stated above, I believe this production satisfies all outstanding document 
requests except any recent informal requests made to my staff, with which we will continue to 
comply and those requests that our respective staffs are continuing to negotiate. Should you have 
any questions, please call either me or Lanny. 

Sincerely, 

Charles F.C. Ruff 

Counsel to the President 


cc: Phil Barnett, Esq. 
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Yiman F. Salim 
04/02/99 01 :49:29 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

cc: 

bcc: 

Subject: 


Michael E. Ritter/O 


Records Management^ 
Re: Mail2 j£| 


Eric, 

Here ’re the answers to your q”*«tions. Sorry for the delay. Let me know if 
you have any additional questions. 

Yiman. 


When did NG first become aware of the existence of the problem? 

On June 12 1998. Bob Haas and myself were discussing a number of 
issues concerning the Notes mail template when we became aware of the 
problem. At the time, we reported the problem to Betty Lambuth ( NG's 
workgroup manager). 

When did NG identify the causes of the problem? 

I believe about a couple of days later. The cause of the problem was 
identified by John Spriggs. 

What did NG discover as the causes? 

The cause of the problem was discovered to be the following: About 700 
mail accounts located on the Mail2 server were not being record managed, 
since I believe early or mid 1 997 ( John Spriggs can give you the exact 
statistics). The reason was determined to be a server name "case" 
sensitivity problem. When these accounts were created, the name of the 
home mail server was enter as *MAIL2" instead of "Mail2", and therefore, 
these accounts were being skipped by the ARMS scanner process. In other 
words, the problem is inherit in the ARMS process which is currently 
enforcing server name case sensitivity. 

When did NG correct, or thought we had, the problem? 

Because of confidentiality constrains imposed on us by the government ( at 
the time Laura Crabtree), NG’s high level management did not become aware 
of the problem until few months later. I don't know exactly when NG 
became fully aware of the problem. This is a question for Joe Vasta and 
Bob Whiteman. 

What was the corrective action? 

Corrective action was to be done in two phases, Phase I and Phase II. The 
objective of Phase I was to implement a fix that would get these accounts to 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


CARA LESLIE ALEXANDER, s£ al.. 
Plaintiffs, 


v. 


FEDERAL BUREAU OF 
INVESTIGATION, & sL 

Defendants. 


) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) Civil Action Nos, 

) 96-2123/97-1288 (RCL) 

) 

) 

} CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS 

) 

) 

J 


DECLARATION OF DANIEL A-BABBX 
I, Daniel A. Barry, for my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, depose and state as 


follows: 


1. My name is Daniel A Barry. I am employed as a Computer Specialist by the 
Executive Office of the President (”EOP“), Office of Administration, Information Systems & 
Technology Division ("IS&T"). I have held this position since June 1992. My current 
responsibilities include electronic records management projects and EOP's Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS). Previously, my responsibilities included maintenance and 
implementation of EOP's former electronic mail ("e-mail") system, ALL-IN- 1 . 

2. I previously provided declarations in this litigation dated March 4, 1998, and March 
30, 1998, and testified at a deposition ou June 1 1, 1998, 

3. I have personal knowledge of the matters attested to herein. 

4. Since July 1 4, 1 994, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the Office of 
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Administration has been archived in tee £QP Automated Records Management System (ARMS). 
With this current system* this e-mail is susceptible ro being word-searched for a single character 
string (e.g., "FBI* or “FBI files") or a multiple character string ("and’’ and "or" searches) found 
on any one fine of text 

5. There is an ongoing restoration and reconstruction process for backed-up, pre-July 
14* 1 994 e-mail. That process, which I described in my March 4 t 1998 declaration, is nearly 
complete. Backed-up e-mail for all months between November 1 992 and July 1994 has now 
been restored and reconstructed, with the exception of backed- up e-mail for the months of 
February 1993, and March 1993. Restoration and reconstruction of backed-up e-maO for the 
months of February 1993 and March 1993 is expected to be complete by mid-August 1999. As a 
result of the restoration process, pie- July 14, 1994 e-mail can be searched in same manner as 
described in paragraph 4, above. 

6. I have reviewed the request of plaintiffs for a search of e-mail (attached). That 
request lists 30 individuals whose e-mail should be searched, as well as “all past and present 
members of Mis. Clinton's staff, and all those who worked at the OPS during the Clinton 
Administration-" It further requests that all such e-mail he searched for 36 listed words and 
phrases. 

7. As explained below, I have estimated the time and cost involved in accomplishing 
the search proposed by plaintiffs of e-mail that is now searchable on-line for all the months 
between January 1993 and June 1999 as 3687,130, 702 hours of personnel time, and 1092 
computer processing ("central processing tmit" or ’'CPU") hours. 

8. In arriving at This estimate, I have made certain assumptions: (1) that only records of 
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the White House Office will be searched; (2) that I would be provided a list of ^ail past and 
present members of Mrs. Clinton's stall, and all these who worked at the OPS during die Clinton 
Administration," and that the list of such names would be eg more than 1 0 individuals; and (3) 
that plaintiffs' list of individuals means a search of all e-mail sect to or from such individuals 
(including "cc:" and "hoc:"). 

9. In order to conduct the search requested by plaintiffs, a computer specialist would 
spend approximately four hows setting up the search, request. For the purposes of conducting e- 
mail searches, our office typically estimates that an hour of a specialist 1 $ time costs 540. 
Accordingly, the cost of the initial set-up would be approximately SI 60. 

10. After the initial set-up, the search would involve several steps. The estimated cast 
and time for searching the e-mail from a single month are described below, The actual costs will 
vary depending on the volume of e-mail retrieved, as well as the volume of e-mail in a given 
month. 

(a) A computer specialist would search the e-mail for the 36 words and phrases listed by 
plaintiffs- A search tor the 36 words and phrases proposed by plaintiffs would take 
approximately four (4) CPU hours. For the purpose of conducting e-mail searches, our office 
typically estimates that one CPU hour costs $600. Accordingly, the estimated oast of such 
computer usage for searching the wards and phrases requested would be approximately $2400. 

(b) A computer specialist would then set-up the next phase of the search, by individual. 

This set-up for the next phase would take approximately one (1) hour of a specialist’s time, and 
cast $40. This is in addition to the initial set-up time described in paragraph 9. 

(c) A computer specialist would then search the e-mail recovered from the first step (of 
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the 36 -words and phrases) for all e-mail to and from the approximately forty individuals 
identified. This step would take approximately 10 CPU hours and cost approximately $6000. 

(d) Lastly, the results would be printed. Since the proposed search includes such common 
terms as "update'' and ‘'Clinton, 1 ' I would anticipate that a significant amount of e-mail would be 
recovered and printed. Although the actual cost will vary depending on-ihe volume of e-mail 
retrieved and the volume of e-mail in a given month, I estimate that it would take approximately 
eight (S) hours and $320 to print the results, yielding approximately 44,000 pages or 8 boxes. 

11. In addition, ! estimate the miscellaneous costs of doing such a search — e.g., the 
paper, ink, etc. - as approximately S50. ' 

12. Aside from the initial fixed set-up costs, die above estimates of $8810 and nine (9) 
hours and 14 CPU hours are for searching the e-mail af a single month. That estimate would 
need to be multiplied by 78 if ail e-mail for the months of January 1 993 through June 1 999 were 
searched. Accordingly, the estimated total cost if all e-mail for January 1993 through June 1999 


ware searched for the terms and individuals proposed by plaintiffr would be $687,180, 702 hours 
of personnel time, and 1092 CPU hours. 

1 3. The two types of tape drives used to read the IBM 3480 cartridge tapes arc (1) 
Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TA9GE, end (2) Digital Equipment Carp. (Compaq) TK261. 

I declare under penalty of penury dial the foregoing is true and correct 
Executed on ^ of , 1 999. 


J /4-^T5 

Daniel A- Barry 
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March 1 7, 2000 


BY FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
U.S, House of Representatives 
2 1 57 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 


Dear Chairman Burton: 

Pursuant to my March 10, 2000 letter to you, I am writing to provide you with a response 
to your request for information concerning e-mail records related to the Committee’s subpoenas 
in the campaign, finance, FALN, and Waco matters. 

As you are aware, recent press reports have described certain configuration errors 
associated with the management system used for e-mail records within the White House and the 
Executive Office of the President (collectively TEOP"). Since I became aware of the nature of 
this matter, my staff and I have been working diligently to understand its scope and effect. Over 
the past several weeks, my staff has addressed with your staff the Committee's request for 
information about the general nature of these computer errors and the Committee’s request for 
'interviews of current and former EOP staff. I now want to provide you with more details about 
this issue and its effect, if any, on the Committee's subpoena requests. Of course, we are 
continuing to review this matter and may need to amplify or modify our findings as we gather 
more information. 

Z. Automated Records Management System 
A. Searches for E-mail Records 

Before explaining the nature of the configuration errors affecting certain incoming e-mail 
records being captured by the Automated Records Management System (ARMS), I want to 
describe briefly how the Office of Administration's (OA) computer records management system 
for the EOP is designed to work for e-mail records. Whenever an e-mail is sent to or from a user 
within the EOP, that e-mail is sent directly to a server, where the recipient can read it. The e- 
maii does not technically reside on the individual user’s personal computer (PC), but on the 
server. As long as the user retains the e-mail on her PC, it remains on the server. Accordingly, 
as you know', while individuals are instructed to search their own PCs in response to a subpoena 
request, a redundant search of the server is not conducted. Conversely, by deleting an e-mail, the 
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user deletes it from the server as well as the PC, Because many individual users delete e-mail 
daily (and indeed users must delete some e-mails because the server does not have the capacity 
to hold all e-mails), the server is not a complete and accurate repository of e-mails sent to and 
from the EOP. 

ARMS is a management system that was installed following the Armstrong case, ft is 
designed to capture e-mail records sent from or to EOP user accounts that it manages (“ARMS- 
managed accounts"), ARMS is the first keyword searchable e-mail records archive maintained 
by the EOP. 

E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts are automatically recorded by ARMS as 
they are sent by the user. In addition, several times a minute, generally, ARMS scans the server 
and captures unrecorded e-mails residing on the server at the moment of scanning. To avoid 
repeatedly scanning an e-mail that continues to reside on the server over a period of time, once 
ARMS records an e-mail, it is coded so that ARMS will not needlessly scan it again. 

As then-Counsel to the President Charles Ruff explained in his September 11,1 997 letter 
to you, we notified your staff in the Spring of 1 997 that ARMS was put in place in July 1 994 and 
has managed e-mail records for most EOP offices since that time. (1 0/21/97 Letter from White 
House Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). Mr. Ruff further explained that 
ARMS also manages reconstructed e-mail records for the period January 1993 through July 
1 994, (Id.). The e-mails were loaded into ARMS by Information Systems and Technology 
(1S&T) personnel within OA beginning in July 1994 - a process that was completed some time 
in raid-1999. Until reconstruction was completed, only limited e-mail records were searchable 
for the pre- July 1994 period. (Id.). 

In response to a subpoena request, the individuals within the relevant EOP offices are 
instructed to search for responsive materials in any form. The head of each EOP office is 
instructed to certify that the individuals within the office have conducted a search of their files 
and the office’s tiles, and have provided any potentially responsive materials to the White House 
Counsel's Office. As a complement to these individual searches, a computerized search of 
ARMS is performed at our direction by IS&T personnel. (See 9/1 1/97 letter from White House 
Counsel Charles Ruff to The Honorable Dan Burton). IS&T staff work with White House 
Counsel's Office staff to identify keyword terms to use in searching ARMS for responsive 
materials. As we have previously explained to your staff, because we use search terms, we 
cannot guarantee that every responsive e-mail is located. Nevertheless, we usually err on the 
side of using broad search terms, which sometimes yield large amounts of nonresponsive 
materials. 

These computerized searches are extremely time-consuming and costly. For example, a 
search can take several days to complete, depending upon the number of offices and time period 
covered. Once a search is complete, ii can take up to several days to print the search results. In 
addition, our staff must manually review the printed search results for responsiveness. Indeed, 



916 


03/17/00 


FRJ 19:31 


ijtfj 004 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
March 17, 2000 
Page 3 

on many occasions our staff has waded through thousands of pages of nonresponsive materials to 
locate the few responsive ones. 

The only other electronic records of the server consist of tapes made periodically when 
the server is "backed up." Backup tapes are not created or saved for archival purposes, are not a 
part of ARMS, and are not searchable, absent reconstruction and transfer to ARMS, using 
general keyword terms. For these reasons, the EOF does not search backup tapes when 
responding to subpoena requests. These tapes are created solely for recovery in the event of a 
system "crash'' to allow IS&T personnel to recover certain files. They are created generally 
daily, and take a "snapshot" of whatever exists on the server at the current time. For example, if 
an e-mail were sent to an EOP user and then deleted between backups, it would not be captured 
on a backup tape. At times when there has been a shortage of backup tapes, they have been 
reused. Backup tapes are thus an inaccurate and incomplete compilation of what is on the 
system and serve as a last resort only in cases of a catastrophic system failure. As noted below, l 
am also informed that reconstruction of files from backup tapes is a costly and time-consuming 
endeavor. 


B. Configuration Errors Affecting ARMS 

ARMS, like all computer records management systems, is susceptible to problems, 
software programming errors, and "glitches" that are not easily detectable. Even when they are 
discovered, however, the nature, scope, and cause of the problems, as well as their effect on the 
system and users, may be difficult to ascertain. 

Although we have always understood that ARMS is designed to record all e-mails sent 
through the EOP e-mail network (currently the Lotus Notes system), two separate configuration ' 
errors have occurred which prevented certain incoming e-mails sent to ARMS-nianaged accounts 
from being recorded in ARMS for a period of time.. The first error occurred in August 1996, 
when IS&T was performing routine maintenance to improve the system's performance. As part 
of the process, individual user accounts within the White House Office (WHO), and some 
accounts within OA and the Office of Policy Development (OPD), were moved to a new server, 
called "Mail2." During this process, some of these users were apparently mistakenly coded by 
computer technicians as being on "MA1L2," using all upper case letters, instead of "MaiI2.” The 
ARMS scanning process is case sensitive when identifying servers and did not recognize 
"MAIL2." Because ARMS did not recognize "MAIL2/ the ARMS scanning process did not 
capture incoming e-mails (i.e., e-mails sent from non-managed ARMS accounts to ARMS- 
managed accounts) for these affected ARMS-managed accounts. 

In January 1998, Daniel Barry, IS&T Records Projects Computer Specialist, was 
performing a keyword search of ARMS in response to a subpoena request and noticed a possible 
anomaly within ARMS. Mr, Barry found that on a particular day there were outgoing e-mails 
from an EOP user who seemed to be exchanging e-mails with an outside user, but there were no 
corresponding. incoming e-mails. Thus, it appeared to him that some incoming e-mails might be 
missing from ARMS. Mr. Barry, with the assistance of John Spriggs, the IS&T e-mail contract 
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administrator and an employee of outside contractor Northrop Grumman (N-G), examined the 
log of the FIREWALL system, through which e-mail created outside the EOP passes and is 
screened to ensure that messages do not include viruses. They determined that on the day in 
question, the EOP user had actually sent the outside user seven e-mails, while the outside user 
had sent the EOP user six incoming e-mails. At the time, Mr. Barry was unsure whether this was 
an isolated incident for this particular user on this particular day or whether it was a broader 
undetected systemic error. Indeed, minor glitches or "hiccups" are common to IS&T systems, as 
they are to all computer systems, and small pieces of data are often not easily retrievable as a 
result. Mr. Barry notified his superiors and documented his finding. 

The full extent of the error causing the anomaly Mr. Barry noted was not discovered until 
June 1 998, when on-site N-G employees discovered on the server certain incoming e-mail 
messages that were coded as ''unrecorded" on the server, signifying that the ARMS scanning 
process was not picking up these messages. The contractor notified IS&T personnel. A group 
of employees was assembled to investigate and repair the problem. 

By the fail of 1 998, N-G technical personnel working with IS&T staff discovered that the 
problem was due to miscoding "Mail2" as "MAIL2. 1 ' They further determined that the 
miscoding affected 526 ARMS-managed accounts from the following EOP offices: 

1 . WHO (464 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (5 8 account?) 

3. OA (4 accounts) 

As a result, certain incoming e-mail that these 526 users had received since August 1996 had not 
been recorded by ARMS. As noted previously, the problem did not cover any e-mails generated 
by ARMS-managed accounts. Moreover, it would not have prevented a recording of the 
incoming e-raaii if the affected EOP user forwarded it or replied to it "with history" (i.e,, sending 
back the original e-mail). Additionally, incoming e-mail messages maintained on individual 
users’ PCs would also remain on the user's server space, and therefore would be subject to 
individual EOP user searches, as long as the individual recipient did not delete them. 

By November 1998, the N-G and IS&T personnel had corrected the problem 
prospectively so that all future incoming e-mail to the 526 affected users would be stored in 
ARMS. Thus, this configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts for the period 
August 1 996 through November 1 998. IS&T personnel also created backup tapes of the server 
to preserve the unrecorded e-mail existing on it as of November 20, 1998. By backing up the 
entire server, IS&T also necessarily captured word processing documents, roiodex files, and 
recorded e-mail records that also existed on the server at that time. After the prospective 
correction, ARMS resumed managing incoming e-mails and die creation of backup tapes of the 
server continued. 

As noted above, backup tapes are not in a readable or searchable format because they are 
not created for archival purposes. Thus, they cannot easily be reconstructed and placed on 
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ARMS. Consequently, OA requested that N-G provide an estimate for studying the time and 
cost involved m restoring these e-mails to a readable format. In October 1998, N-G estimated 
that a feasibility study alone would cost about $600,000. OA informs us that, concurrent with 
the prelimindry assessment of the costs to study the proolem, O A was faced with the massive 
task of Y2K compliance of its entire system, including its mail systems. This task consumed 
IS&T resources throughout the remainder of 1 998 and 1 999. 

A second configuration error was discovered in April 1999, when N-G technical 
personnel were testing the process in which ARMS interacts with the Lotus Notes system. 

When user accounts are created, they are assigned to a particular "view," Each view represents a 
section of the alphabet (e.g., ABC), and users are assigned To a view by the first letter of their 
first name (e.g., Mary Jones would be in the view that contains the letter The ARMS 
"viewer" scans the server on a "view" by "view" basis. 

During this testing process, the N-G computer specialists discovered that, in correcting 
the ,, MAIL2” programming error, another configuration error involving the ARMS "viewer” had 
been made. The letter "D" was inadvertently omitted from a view, and the letter "J" was 
included twice. As a result, incoming e-mail to ARMS-macaged accounts with the first names 
beginning with the letter "D" had not been recorded by ARMS since November 1 998. It appears 
that this error remained undetected until April 1999 because the additional "J” led technical 
personnel to believe that the views contained all 26 letters of the alphabet. In fact, that was not 
the case. 

The effect of the "Letter D" error on the system, was similar to the ”MAIL2" error: 
Incoming e-mail sent to ARMS-managed accounts whose users’ first names begin with the letter 
"D" were not stored in ARMS. E-mails generated by ARMS-managed accounts were not 
affected by the problem. Approximately 200 ARMS-managed accounts from the following 
offices within the EOP were affected: 

L White House Office (42 accounts) 

2. Office of Policy Development (8 accounts) 

3. Office of Management and Budget (54 accounts) 

4. Council of Economic Advisers (1 account) 

5. Council on Environmental Quality (4 accounts) 

6. National Securi:y Council (21 accounts) 

7. Office of Administration (32 accounts) 

S. Office of National Drug Control Policy (20 accounts) 

9. Office of Science and Technology Policy (6 accounts) 

1 0. White House Climate Change Task Force (3 accounts) 

As with the ''MAII2" error, e-mail maintained on these affected users' PCs remained on the 
server until deleted by the user, but were not captured in ARMS. 
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By May 1999, the N-G employees corrected this problem prospectively. Thus, the 
"Letter D" configuration error affected these ARMS-managed accounts from November 1 998 to 
May 1999. As with the "MA1L2’' error, a backup tape of the server was created on June 1, 1999 
to preserve any unrecorded e-mail that existed on it at that time. 

In the course of gathering these preliminary facts concerning these configuration errors, 
we were informed this week that e-mails on the server of the Office of the Vice President (OVP) 
have not been fully managed by ARMS. We are still in the process of determining the scope and 
time period involved. The OVP does maintain back-up tapes of its server. 

Of course, numerous e-mails to and from OVP users have been produced to the 
Committee over the years, which is consistent with OVP staff having searched their PCs for e- 
mail residing on the servers or in their hard-copy files, and with the large number of OVP e- 
mails that were captured by searches of ARMS during unaffected periods. We are doing our best 
to determine how searches for e-mails responsive to the Committee's requests were affected by 
these facts. We will promptly provide die Committee with this information when we complete 
our review. 

II. Effect of Configuration Errors on the Committee’s Subpoena Requests 

Recent reports have cited various global effects of these configuration errors and 
speculated about the contents of the affected incoming e-mails. Below are our preliminary 
findings with regard to the "MAIL2'’ and "Letter D" errors. As noted above, we will provide 
further information as soon as possible about the OVP accounts. Please note, also, that, given 
the technical issues involved, we may need to modify or amend these findings as our review 
proceeds. 


A. Global Effects 

1 . These two configuration errors did not affect documents or e-mails created by 
ARMS-managed accounts . We understand that these two configuration errors did not affect e- 
mails from ARMS-managed accounts that were sent within or outside the EOP. The only e- 
mails affected by either configuration error described above were incoming e-maiJs. Moreover, 
if an affected user received an incoming e-mail and forwarded it or replied to it with history 
(sending back the original incoming e-mail) then ARMS would have recorded the incoming e- 
mail. 

2. We do not know how many e-maiis were affected . O A and IS &T personnel 
understand that no one has estimated the number of e-mails that were unrecorded. If such an 
estimate was made, it was not provided to the EOP. Currently, 1 am informed that there is no 
way to make this calculation unless the backup tapes are reconstructed. 

3. We do not know if any responsive information is contained in the unrecorded e- 
mails . News reports state that the e-mails contain information relevant to various subpoenas. 
Again, we have not been informed that anyone had the opportunity to review the contents of 
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these e-mails. Moreover, IS&T personnel currently cannot identify what kind of information is 
on the backup tapes because they have not been reconstructed. Without such restoration, we 
cannot know the contents of the unrecorded e-mails. 

4. Affected incoming e-mail left on the server should have been captured by 
individual user searches . As you know, EOP staff are instructed to search their files, including 
computer records, for responsive information. Thus any incoming e-mails still on an individual's 
server space at the time a search was conducted should have been captured by individual user 
searches. 

5. The ,, MAIL2" and “Letter D" anomalies were technical errors . As explained 
above, these configuration errors were the sole result of human mistakes and entirely 
unintentional. 


B. Effect on the Committee’s Subpoenas 

Per your request, we have tried to determine what effect these errors had on the 
Committee's subpoenas related to campaign finance, FALN, and Waco matters. Please note that 
our preliminary findings are based upon our understanding of the Committee's subpoena 
requests, any agreed modifications to those requests, and the kind of e-mail search we performed 
to locate responsive material. 

1. Campaign finance related subpoena requests . As your staff is aware, since the 
Committee's first subpoena in early 1 997, our staffs negotiated a global December 31, 1996 
cutoff date for all campaign finance related requests. Thus, incoming e-mails to the 526 affected 
AKMS-managed accounts for a five month period (August 1996 through December 1 996) that 
were not forwarded or replied to with history would likely not have been captured by ARMS. E- 
mails remaining on an individual user’s PC should have been captured. 

2. FALN related subpoena requests . The search in response to the Committee’s first 
subpoena covered the period January 20, 1993 through August 1999. The search in response to 
the Committee's second subpoena covered the period January 20, 1 993 through November 10, 
1999. Thus, these searches would have encompassed both time periods affected by the two 
configuration errors. 

3. Waco related subpoena requests . On September l, 1999, the Committee served a 
subpoena seeking materials related to the use of incendiary devices at the Branch Davidian 
compound. As you know, the relevant time period surrounding the Waco matter precedes 
August 1996, when the first configuration error occurred. Thus, we do not believe that these two 
errors would have affected a search of ARMS for e-mails responsive to this subpoena. 

Moreover, as our staff explained to your staff, we had recently conducted a broad search for 
Waco-related materials in response to a Court Order in the Andrade v. Chojnacki matter. Our 
staffs reached an accommodation whereby, in lieu of conducting another search that would likely 
encompass the same materials, we would produce to the Committee unsealed materials that were 
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produced to the Andrade Court On January 28, 2000, we provided you with a copy of these 
materials. 

III. Current Efforts to Explore Possible Reconstruction of Affected E-mail 

We are working diligently to determine whether it is possible to reconstruct the backup 
tapes so we can load the unrecorded e-mails on to ARMS and perform keyword searches. We 
currently have obtained the following estimate. 

There are at least 3400 backup tapes of the server relating to e-mail. As stated above, 
they are an incomplete and inaccurate collection of EOP computer records. The preliminary cost 
estimate we have received to reconstruct these tapes so that the information they contain could 
be placed on ARMS and searched using keywords is between $1.8 million and $3.0 million. 

This process is estimated to take approximately one to two years. 

The process may be performed in "batches’’; i.e., several backup tapes at a time. If 
reconstruction were possible, we would likely begin the process with the November 20, 1998 and 
June 1, 1999 backup tapes (approximately 15 tapes total). Thisprocess would entail extracting 
the unrecorded e-mails from the backup tapes and putting them on a server. Then, computer 
technicians would need to develop a program that would "de-duplicate" the unrecorded e-mails 
• so that ARMS would not record identical e-mails (as stated above, ARMS is designed not to scan 
identical e-mail messages). This estimate does not, however, include possible restoration of the 
OVP backup tapes, as well as the time and funds needed to perform other steps in the process, 
such as awarding a competitive contract, searching .ARMS, printing the search results, manually 
reviewing them, and producing responsive materials. 

We are, of course, continuing to review this matter. As I learn more relevant 
information, we will keep your office informed. If you have any questions, please call me. In 
any event, I will call you next week. 

Sincerely, 

Z— - - 

Beth Nolan 

Counsel to the President 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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declaration of pamki. a. barry 
I, Daniel A- Barry, for my declaration pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, depose and state as 


follows: 

1. My name is Daniel A. Barry. I am employed as a Computer Specialist by the 
Executive Office of the President (''HOP"), Office of Administration, Information Systems & 
Technology Division ("IS&T"). I have held this position since June 1992. My current 
responsibilities include electronic records management projects and EOP's Automated Records 
Management System (ARMS). Previously, my responsibilities included maintenance and 
implementation of EOP's former electronic mail ("e-mail' 1 ) system, ALL-IN-I. 

2. I previously provided declarations in this litigation dated March 4, 1 998, and March- 
30, 1998. and testified at a deposition on June 1 1, 1998. 

3. I have personal knowledge of the matters attested to herein. 

4. Since July 1 4, 1 994, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the Office of 
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Administration has been archived in the EOP Automated Records Management System (ARMS). 
With this current system, this e-mail is susceptible to being word-searched for a single character 
string (e.g., "FBI" or “FBI files") or a multiple character string ("sad" and "or" searches) found 
on any one line of text 

5. There is an ongoing restoration and reconstruction process for backed-up, pre-July 
14, 1994 e-mail. Thai process, which I described in my March 4, 1998 declaration, is nearly 
complete. Backed-up e-mail for all months between November 1 992 and July 1 994 has now 
been restored and reconstructed, with the exception of backed-up e-mail for the months of 
February 1993, and March 1993. Restoration and reconstruction of backed-up e-mail for the 
months of February 1993 and March 1993 Is expected to be complete by mid-August 1999. As a 
result of the restoration process, pre-July 14, 1 994 e-mail can be searched in same manner as 
described in paragraph 4, above. 

6. I have reviewed the request of plain tiffs for a search of e-mail (attached). That 
request lists 30 individ uals whose e-mail should be searched, as well as "all past and present 
members of Mrs. Clinton's s taff, and all those who worked at the OPS during the Clinton 
Administration." It further requests that ail such e-mail be searched for 36 listed words and 
phrases, 

7. As explained below, I have estimated the time and cost involved in accomplishing 
the search proposed by plaintiffs of e-mail that is now searchable on-line for all the months 
between January 1 993 and June 1999 as $687,180, 702 hours of personnel time, and 1092 
computer processing ("central processing ■unit'' or "CPU") hours. 

8. In arriving at this estimate, I have made certain assumptions: (1) that only records of 
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the White House Office will be searched; (2) that I would be provided a list of ''all past and 
present members of Mrs. Clinton’s staff, and all those who worked ai the OPS during the Clinton. 
Administration," and that the list of such names would be no more than 1 0 individuals; and (3) 
that plaintiffs' list of individuals means a search of all e-mail sent fa or from such individuals 
(including "cc:" and "bcc:"). 

9. In order to conduct the search requested by plaintiffs, a computer specialist would 
spend approximately four hours setting up the search request. For the purposes of conducting e- 
mail searches, aur office typically estimates that an hour of a specialist's time costs $40. 
Accordingly, the cost of the initial set-up would be approximately $160. 

10. After the initial set-up, the search would involve several steps. The estimated cost 
and time for searching the e-mail from a single month are described below. The actual costs will 
vary depending on the volume of e-mail retrieved, as well as the volume of e-mail in a given 
month. 

(a) A computer specialist would search the e-mail for the 36 words and phrases listed by 
plaintiffs. A search for the 36 words and phrases proposed by plaintiff s would take 
approximately four (4) CPU hours. For the purpose of conducting e-mail searches, our office 
typically estimates that one CPU hour costs $600. Accordingly, the estimated cost of such 
computer usage for searching the words and phrases requested would be approximately $2400. 

(b) A computer specialist would then set-up the next phase of the search by individual. 

This set-up for the next phase would take approximately one (1) hour of a specialist's time, and 
cost $40. This is in addition to the initial set-up time described in paragraph 9. 

(c) A computer specialist would then search the e-mail recovered from the first step (of 
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the 36 words and phrases) for all e-mail to and from, the approximately forty individuals 
identified. This step would take approximately 10 CPU hours and cost approximately S6000. 

(d) Lastly, the results would be printed. Since the proposed search includes such common 
ra nn ^ as "up date 1 * and "Clinton," 1 would anticipate that a significant amount of e-mail would be 
recovered and printed. Although the actual cost will vary depending on-ihc volume of e-mail 
retrieved and the volume of e-mail in a given month, I estimate that it would take approximately 
eight (8) hours and 5320 to print the results, yielding approximately 44,000 pages or 8 boxes. 

11. In addition, I es tima te the miscellaneous costs of doing such a search — e.g„, the 
paper, ink, etc. — as approximately S50. 

12. Aside from the initial fixed set-up costs, die above estimates of 588 1 0 and nine (9) 
hours and 14 CPU hours are for searching the e-mail of a single month. That es timat e would 
need to be multiplied by 78 if all e-mail for the months of January 1993 through June 1 999 were 
searched. Accordingly, the estimated total cost if all e-mail for January 1993 through June 1999 
ware searched for the terms and individuals proposed by plaintiffs would be $687,180, 702 hours 
of personnel time, and 1 092 CPU hours. 

1 3. The two types of tape drives used to read the IBM 3480 cartridge tapes are (1) 

Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TA90E, and (2) Digital Equipment Corp. (Compaq) TK26L. 


I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WAS H I N GTO N 

October 2 1, 1997 


Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Dick: 


In fulfillment of our commitment to complete our remaining document production 
obligations as expeditiously as possible, in addition to the e-mails produced on Friday, I am 
enclosing the documents described in the following paragraphs. I believe that, with the 
production of these documents we have satisfied all of the outstanding requests except for any 
recent informal requests my staff may have received. We will, of course, continue to cooperate 
in producing documents as you need. 

Many of the documents in this production may be duplicative of materials you 
already have; nevertheless, we are providing with this production copies of any of the 
Presidential and Vice Presidential briefing papers that we could not quickly ascertain you already 
have for all of DNC events for which we have provided audio or video tapes. These documents 
are at Bates Nos. EOP 069110 - EOP 069290. 


Also included in this production are additional briefing papers and guest lists from 
the Vice President’s Office for DNC fundraising and finance-related events attended by the Vice 
President during the responsive period (Bates Nos. EOP 068649 -- EOP 069001). Virtually all of 
these briefing papers were either originally generated by the DNC or derived from information 
provided by the DNC, copies of which should be within the DNC's productions to the 
Committee. To insure that the Committee received copies of all such documents, the Vice 
President Counsel’s office expanded their search criteria to include all DNC events and manually 
reviewed the approximately 1,000 daily schedules covering this time period to identify any 
potentially responsive event which had not been produced through the earlier targeted searches. 


In addition, please find certain entries from a time management program that was 
implemented on an experimental basis in an effort to evaluate the use of the Vice President s 
time (EOP 069002 - EOP 069055). This material is redundant of documents previously 
produced from the Vice President’s Office with respect to these events. The approximate times 
at which scheduled events in the West Wing office began and ended were recorded in the 
program and the time was then allocated among certain pre-determined activity categories and 
sub-categories. For the Committee’s review, we have reproduced the time entries and 
categorizations that correspond to the DNC coffees and the Vice President’s 1995-96 DNC 
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telephone calls. The Committee also has previously been provided with the Vice President’s 
schedules, briefing papers and guest lists for the coffees. The Committee has previously been 
provided with all call sheets, thank you notes, briefing papers and billing records for the phone 
calls. If you need similar entries for DNC fundraising events, which would be duplicative of 
material previously produced to you, please let us know. 

We have also included a few documents (EOP 069056 - EOP 069069 and EOP 
069106 — EOP 069109) that were recently turned over to us by the Office of Records 
Management. Although we believe you may already have many, if not all of these documents, in 
the interest of ensuring that nothing was overlooked, we are providing them to you. Also, we are 
providing two documents (EOP 029511 — EOP 0295 1 3) that we believe are duplicative of other 
documents that we produced. 

Further, in responding to Justice Department requests during its 30-day inquiry 
for information about calls placed by the President to a list of telephone numbers, we determined 
calls were made from the Residence in October, 1994, to telephone numbers listed to six of the 
individuals named in the October 18, 1994 memorandum from Laura Hartigan and Terry 
McAuliffe to Harold Ickes (Bates Nos. EOP 036557 — EOP 036564). These individuals are 
Bernard Rapoport, Phillip Frost, Howard Gilman, Richard Hayward, Richard Jenrette, and 
Dennis Rivera. We would be happy to discuss this with you further. Additionally, in responding 
to new requests by the Department of Justice, we have located a few additional responsive 
documents related to DNC fundraising that we are including (Bates Nos. EOP 069291 — 

069296). 

Also, on Friday, we delivered the remaining product of our completed search for 
electronic mail records. This search covered the time period dating from July 1 994. As we have 
indicated, because of the nature of the White House electronic mail system, electronic mail 
messages from the period July 1994 to December 1995 only recently became readily searchable. 
Electronic messages before July 1 994 are not currently searchable, although certain limited 
scattered records for this period do exist and have been searched. At this time, we have 
completed the search of the electronic mail system from July 1994 (including any earlier 
searchable scattered records) for the White House Office, the Office of the Vice President, the 
Office of Policy Development and the National Security Council. My staff is informed by the 
professional staff of the Office of Information Systems and Technology that a search of these 
components — which include the political units of the EOP - will yield any responsive e-mail 
either sent to or from any individual in any of those offices. Search of these units was designed 
to capture all e-mails responsive to the Committee’s requests. There are several other 
components of the electronic mail system related to the non-political units of the EOP (including 
the Office of Administration, General Services Administration, Office of Management and 
Budget, Office of National Drug Control Policy, and the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy). Because some of these components are quite large (especially Office of Administration 
and Office of Management and Budget), searching them for the entire breadth of the earlier 
searches would take considerable time. Now that the search of the primary political units is 
complete, I suggest that our staffs meet to discuss what if any additional terms you wish to be 
searched and for what additional components. It is my understanding that in this manner we can 
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expedite any additional searches and provide any additional material as quickly as possible. 

Finally, you will find enclosed a supplemental privilege log. As you know, my 
staff met with your staff this past weekend to review the documents that relate to the Hudson 
casino matter. Pursuant to the non-waiver agreement under which we have been operating for 
some months, I enclose copies of the privileged materials that your staff requested. They bear 
Bates numbers that range from EOP 069070 to EOP 069105. As you know, in connection with 
private litigation in the Eastern District of Wisconsin, the Justice Department, in consultation 
with the Office of Legal Counsel, has reviewed these documents and deemed them subject to 
privilege. We learned today that the Justice Department, in finalizing the privilege log, late last 
week concluded that two documents, EOP 069090 -- 069091 and EOP 069072 — 069075, are not 
subject to privilege. Consistent with this determination, these documents are not subject to our 
non-waiver agreement. 

As I stated above, I believe this production satisfies all outstanding document 
requests except any recent informal requests made to my staff, with which we will continue to 
comply and those requests that our respective staffs are continuing to negotiate. Should you have 
any questions, please call either me or Lanny. 

Sincerely, 

Charles F.C. Ruff 

Counsel to the President 


cc: Phil Barnett, Esq. 
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NIC L. COCHRAN. JR. 

• ALSO MEMBER OF 
THE CALIFORNIA BAR 


Cochran & Ldtkin 

CAPITOL MILL WEST BUILDING 
201 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE. N.E. 


WASHINGTON. O.C. 2DQD2 
PHONE <2D2J 547- 92 2 S 
FAX (303) $47*9220 


March 24 , 2000 


LOS ANGELES OFFICE 
WILSMIRE HIGHLAND BUILDING 
4929 WIL9HIRE BOULEVARD 


LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90010 
PHONE <313) 931*6200 
FAX (213) 931-952) 


OF COUNSEL 

OCHOA & SILLAS- 
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 
ORANGE COUNTY. CALIFORNIA 
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 
MEXICO CITY. MEXICO 
• ADMITTED ONLY IN CALIFORNIA 
AND MEXICO. O.F. 


The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

House Committee on Government Reform 

U.S. House of Representatives 

2157 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton and Ranking Member Waxman: 

Please accept this communication on behalf of my client, Mrs. Laura Callahan, in 
connection with yesterday’s hearing regarding White House email. 

Attached is a signed and sworn affidavit by Mrs. Callahan which clarifies one minor 
aspect of her testimony, based upon our collective recollection of the proceeding without, of 
course, benefit of a transcript. We submit this document to you in an effort to be both as 
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Affidavit of Laura L. Callahan 


I would like to clarify one of my answers to Congressman Barr which occurred at the 
very end of the Committee on Government Reform Hearing on March 23, 2000 regarding White 
House Emails. Whether due to the lateness of the hour or what may have been my 
misunderstanding of the intended scope of the question, I believe that I stated that I had not 
discussed "these issues" with attorneys at the Department of Justice. I understood the scope of 
the question to focus on the matters raised by Mr. Barr (which were primarily directed at Mr. 
Mark Lindsay) concerning why it had taken so long for the White House to rectify the email 
problem and to produce any relevant documents. As I stated during my testimony, I was 
involved in this matter for a period of no more than several weeks and, therefore, questions or 
issues relating to efforts to identify, reconstruct, or retrieve such emails, or Mr. Barr’s inquiries 
regarding delays in those activities, would have occurred after my involvement. You will recall 
that I testified I left my position at the White House in October 1998. My immediate 
supervisor, Ms. Gallant, told me she would take over this issue. 

Accordingly, it was on this basis that I responded in the way I did last night. However, 
in order to be as accurate as possible, I wish to clarify that I did discuss email issues with 
Department of Justice attorneys in connection with currently pending civil litigation. The 
attorneys were Ms. Elizabeth Shapiro and Mr. James Gilligan. I do not recall discussing with 
them or explaining why there have been delays in rectifying the situation or producing 
subpoenaed documents because I had no involvement in such activities. I also provided a 
declaration to the Court, a copy of which is attached. I recall that Mr. Gilligan was involved 
in the preparation of my declaration. 

I swear and affirm pursuant to penalty of peijury that the foregoing is true and correct. 


Laura L. Callahan 

.jA V/A 


Date 
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NORTHROP GRUMMAN 



0«U Systems irtd Services Oi vision 
Northrop Grwnman Cctpontion 
2411 Ou«es Comer Psrit, Suite 000 

Herndon. Ywg**a 2017 1-3430 


September 14, 1998 


In reply refer to: 
JFL-98-48 1 


Executive Office of the President 
Administration Procurement Branch 
ATTN: Dale Helms 
NEOB, Room 5001 
725 17* Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20503 

SUBJECT: Executive Office of the President 

Contract No. DTOS59-96-D-004 1 8 


Dear Mr. Helms: 

I have recently been informed that in late May of this year, a dysfunction in the EOF e-raail system was 
detected by an employee of Northrop Grumman Corporation (die “Company"). The dysfunction 
involves the archiving of e-mail communications from the EOP email system. In essence, it appears the 
e-mail system cannot reliably retrieve messages stored in the system. This dysfunction appears to have 
had its origin in the conversion of the EOP e-mail system to CC Marl in October 1996. 

f am further informed that Company employees brought this dysfunction to the attention of Laura 
Crabtree, EOP Branch Manager for Desktop Services, at the time of discovery in late May or early June 
1998. Ms. Crabtree directed the Company employees to evaluate the problem and undertake remedial 
action, without Northrop Grumman management involvement. Since that time. Company employees 
have studied the nature and extent of the dysfunction and have undertaken with some incomplete 
remedial efforts. 

Based on our review, the level of effort required to remedy the dysfunction will substantially exceed the 
scope of work contemplated under the referenced contract- As a consequence we are not proceeding 
with our efforts to remedy the dysfunction until we have received further contractual direction. 
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He 


On Tuesday May 16 a meeting was held to discuss issues regarding a design flow discovered recently in 
the record management process that would allow for certain types of mail document to bypass record 
management The meeting was attended by the following people: Betty Lambuth, Jonh Spriggs, Sandy 
Golas, Bob Haas, and Yiman Salim. The problem at issue is the purging of mail records, by the user, prior 
of being record managed. The objective of the meeting was to define fire problem, to identify and discuss 
all issues relating to the problem, and to propose a course of action. A-*** bt 4 


The problem, as stated before, consist of the ability of the user to delete mail record prior to being record 
managed. The documents at issue are the following: delivery reports, non-delivery reports, return 
receipts, return non-receipts, trace reports and incoming internet mail. All mall documents such as memo 
messages or reply messages are record managed by way of the ‘bcc* field. This method directly malls a 
copy of the mail message to the ARMS scan Notes database to be archived to the VAJL 
That, though, is not the case with the type of documents mentioned above aad=¥ritirlfi«mming internet 
mail. These documents are record managed by way of the ARMS scan process. The ARMS scan process 
looks for a view called {Unrecorded, in each persons mail box, which holds ail documents that do not have 
the $Tag field. Once scanned these documents get tagged with a {Tag field and dteapear from the • 
{Unrecorded view. The problem occurs when documents are physically deleted by the user before this 
process happens. 


Some of tiie issues discussed where the following:. ^ 

^ *« (W- .o* 0 '" 

1. Processing inefficiencies in the ARMS scan If which causes a significate delay in mail record / 

Sfiyidual mail server ( maill, maH2, anomall 3) 
he lookup of names is takingplace WName 
hich contains names for all servers. The 

argument was that the process may be waiting time sorting through these view TW J ^ ^ 

a/ ^ ^ . i . 

2. Mall archiving. 


scanning. Currently, an ARMS scan processions on ead 

and w&ttfd scaif mail residing on Ih^serve r . 

and address book using the ARMS1 through ARMJ^views which contains names for all ser&fS;. The 





3. Internet mail. 


The' following couse of action was proposed: 

1 . Asses the problem. This assesment consists in generating some statistics to quantify the delay of 
mail scanning on every mail server. The following strategies were suggested: 

a. Create a dummy user, known to make the ARMS scan fail and display an error message, 
to find-out the time the ARMS scan process takes to cycles between names. 

b. Create a view in the ARMS scan database that displays the time differences between the 
compose time and the scan time and compute and average. 

2. Review the ARMS scan code. This task is to gain additional Insight on the processing algorithm of 
ARMS scan. 

Research the modification of ARMS scan views in the Name and Address Book to make them 
specific to a mail server. 

Research a delete scheme that will not physically purge documents until they have been record 
managed. 


z) 
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| j I H 

“t $ Yiman F. Salim 
J 04/02/99 01:49:29 PM 

Record Type: Record 


To: 
cc: 
bcc: 

Subject 

Eric, 

Here're the answers to your questions. Sorry for the delay. Let me know if 
you have any additional questions. 

Yiman. 


Records Managernem 
Re: Mail 2 


When did NG first become aware of the existence of the problem? 

On June 1 2 1 998. Bob Haas and myself were discussing a number of 
issues concerning the Notes mail template when we became aware of the 
problem. At the time, we reported the problem to Betty Lambuth ( NG's 
workgroup manager). 

When did NG identify the causes of the problem? 

I believe about a couple of days later. The cause of the problem was 
identified by John Spriggs. 


What did NG discover as the causes? 

The cause of the problem was discovered to be the following: About 700 
mail accounts located on the Mail2 server were not being record managed, 
since I believe early or mid 1 997 { John Spriggs can give you the exact 
statistics). The reason was determined to be a server name “case" 
sensitivity problem. When these accounts were created, the name of the 
home mail server was enter as "MAIL2" instead of "Mail2", and therefore, 
these accounts were being skipped by the ARMS scanner process. In other 
words, the problem is inherit in the ARMS process which is currently 
enforcing server name case sensitivity. 


When did NG correct, or thought we had, the problem? 

Because of confidentiality constrains imposed on us by the government ( at 
the time Laura Crabtree), NG's high level management did not become aware 
of the problem until few months later. I don't know exactly when NG 
became fully aware of the problem. This is a question for Joe Vasta and 
Bob Whiteman. 

What was the corrective action? 

Corrective action was to be done in two phases. Phase I and Phase II. The 
objective of Phase I was to implement a fix that would get these accounts to 
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be and continue on being records managed. The fix consisted in running a 
Notes agent that would draw a line on the sand {point in time} after which 
these accounts will start to be record managed, and tag a8 unrecorded 
documents previous to this date to have been record managed- This action 
was not taken until all accounts were properly backed up. 

Phase II consisted in the Maii2 reconstruction effort. John Spriggs is more 
familiar with this phase. 

The ultimate correction to tills problem was to fix the ARMS scanner process 
so this problem did not happen again. In December of 1 998 a task was 
initiated to development a solid baseline of the LN/ARMS Interface software. 
This effort once completed, will allow for future changes and fixes to be 
incorporated into the ARMS software. The task is being led by myself and 
the completion date of tills task { baseline of LN/ARMS Interface) is 
projected by the end of April to mid May. Any fixes or modifications to the 
software will need to be scheduled after this date. 

What is the current status of the problem? 

Phase t 

John Spriggs and myseif worked together in completing phase I. I worked 
on the software end of things, while John Spriggs worked and coordinated 
tiie hardware end of things. John Spriggs was the person responsible for 
running and monitoring this process. This phase was completed on 
11/23/98. 

Phase II 

John Spriggs submitted a proposal for Phase II. I am rot aware of the 
status of this proposal. 

LN/ARMS baseline 

Still ongoing. Projected date of completion is by the end of April to mid 
May. 

What does NG propose to correct the problem and when will it happen? 
Please see answers above. 

What versions of Lotus Notes where being used during that period? 

Lotus Notes 4.1 

Michael E. Ritter 


i ' /2r Michael E. Ritter 

* 04/01/99 01:21:45 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 


YIman F. Safim/01 
Spriggs/* 


», Robert W. Haas/1 
I f Sandra L Go(as/1 


cc: 

Subject: 


Joseph A. Vasta/# 
Mai!2 
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cc: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Enel: 



Project Manager 
December 23, 1998 

Weekly COTR Meeting December 23, 1998 


NORTH ROP GRUMMAN 

EOPNG-98-0138 


Pe.lt/crec/ 

/st/zn/s 


fS3Gl 
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The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Gmmman conference room on December 23, 

1998. Attendees included Tony Barry, DeVere Patton, Dale Helms, David Peterson, and Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

• 1999-IST-002, Documentation & Modification of Lotus Notes/ARMS: This IWO was closed per the 
Government’s instruction. 

• 1999-EOP-O03, E-Mail Reconstruction Processing: The Government has signed and Northrop ‘ 
Grumman has received Modification #20. 

• 1999-EOP-004, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract: The Government has signed and Northrop 
Grumman has received Modification #19. A modification to their IWO was discussed to amend the 
period of performance for Mr. Derrick Thomas and the scope of work to include ERS activities. The 
Government acknowledged it would take the initiative and the responsibility to create a Statement 
of Work for the IWO modification. The Government stated an “official” modification would be 
required to ensure compliance with all regulations. The Government also used this opportunity to 
remind Northrop Grumman that it is of the utmost importance that IWOs meet a stringent criteria for 
submittal. Northrop Grumman apprised the Government that no action will be taken until some 
direction from the COTR and the CO is received. 

• 1999-EOP-005, Cabinet Affairs Support: IS&T manager must approve so that Northrop Grumman 
may move forward. No change in the status of the IWO. There is a concern regarding the funding 
of a second Northrop Grumman personnel. Northrop Grumman is awaiting instruction on how to 
proceed concerning the second employee. 

• 1999-EOP-006, OMB PC-Rollout and Redeployment: The Government signed and Northrop 
Grumman has received Modification #21. Northrop Grumman is still awaiting to compile inventory, 
but there is confusion whether the Government or Northrop Grumman will handle that task. Also, 
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Northrop Grumman has lost potential workers due to the ambiguous employment situation. OMB 
proposed a delay of the initial rollout of NT 3.51 for a complete rollout of NT 4.0. The Government 
was not made aware of this delay. The Government expressed an understanding that the first 150 
units would have NT 3.51 installed and the remainder would be on-hold for NT 4.0. 

• 1 999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-Mail Reconstruction: The Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) is still 
outstanding and no feedback has been provided. Northrop Grumman identified 788 tapes for 
possible reconstruction and a more recent tape has been restored. Considering the volume of the 
work involved, a modification of the IWO may be required. 

• 1 999-EOP-008, Personnel & Payroll Phase 1- Part 2: Northrop Grumman received electronic 
authorization of funding. However, the Government and Northrop Grumman is still in the process of 
adjusting the period of performance. 

• 1 999-EOP-009, PC Inventory: This IWO has been canceled as of Monday, December 21 , 1998. 

• 1 998-EOP-02 1 , PC Rollout and Redployment: A modification has been received from the 
Government. 

• 1 998-EOP-023, Re-Engineering Office of the Executive Clerk: The IWO and Modification #17 has 
been signed by the Government and received. by Northrop Grumman. 

• 1 998-EOP-OOl : Base Services: There were no outstanding invoices as of December 23, 1998. The 
Government will send Northrop Grumman a position memorandum stating its position regarding the 
staffing of for the vacant Network Manager position. In addition, Northrop Grumman sent a 
memorandum to the Government proposing an additional VAX position. 

Other Issues: 

• Task T racking System: The Government questioned Northrop Grumman concerning the requests 
to the Lotus Notes team. It was unclear if these requests come in the form of OA65s or CSARs. 
Northrop Grumman stated that the Task Tracking system in development will allow for pertinent 
Government personnel to review and approve incoming CSAR requests. This process will enable 
the Government to determine work to be done in its relation to the larger scope. 

• Goods and Services: The Government expressed concern over purchased goods and services. The 
Government stated that any costs over and above the Base Services costs should be reported to the 
COTR or the CO. In addition, every requested purchase requires approval by the COTR through a 
formal goods and services request. Following this process will help ensure the proper authorization 
of Government requested purchases and other IWO related ODC expenses have been obtained prior 
to incurring any costs for these goods and services. 

• ODC Projected and Actual Variance: The discrepancies between the projected and actual ODC 
figures for the periods of October 1 to October 23 and October 24 to November 20 was an area of 
concern for the Government. Northrop Grumman explained that the projected numbers assume that 
no vacancies exist. In addition, the actual costs reflect several short term costs, such as CMM 
training and these were the main factors for the overrun costs. This level of spending will not 
continue throughout the year. Therefore, Northrop Grumman continues to forecast spending at or 

NORTHRO P GRUMMAN 2 EOPNG-98-O 1 38 - December 23, 1 998 
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below the contract value of the IWO. The Government requested that additional documentation 
addressing Northrop Grumman’s position be provided. 

• Task List: The meeting discussed the nature of the task list. Northrop Grumman suggested that 
Lotus Notes could be utilized to manage requests based on the level of criticality and further 
emphasized the need for a better understanding of priorities. The Government requested that 
Northrop Grumman recommend to the COTR a preliminary priority listing. 

• Internal Work Order Process: The Government and Northrop Grumman had agreed there was a 
need to understand all aspects of the IWO process. This would alleviate misunderstandings and 
confusion and would also prevent unauthorized or unfulfilled expectations originated through verbal 
intentions of “good will”. Northrop Grumman suggested possible cooperative efforts between 
Northrop Grumman CMM personnel and Government personnel to document procedures, a 
timetable, and interface between contractors and the Government in the IWO process. Further 
discussions for collaboration were proposed. 

• 1998/1999 Award Fee: The Government was reminded that the 1998 and 1999 award fee issues 
were still outstanding and awaiting Government action. 


NORTHROP GRUMMAN 
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NORTHR OP GRUMMAN 

EOPNG-99-0061 


To: 

cc: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Enel: 


DeVere Patton 
COTR 


Tony Bany, Dale 


Joseph A. Vasta. 
Project Managt 


February 19, 1999 



n L' 

.ynna^Hj^scoe, Joe Vasta 


Weekly COTR Meeting February 17, 1999 

IWO Tracking Sheet 
Voucher Tracking Sheet 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Grumman conference room on February 17, 1999. 
Attendees included Lynnae Roscoe, DeVere Patton, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson, and Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

IWQ Review 


• 1 998-EOP-OOl : Base Services: No change in the status of this IWO. 

• 1999-EOP-003, E-Mail Reconstruction Processing: There was no change in the status of this IWO. 
The Government stated it was in it’s front office. The Government stated its position that seven 
hours of overtime used to support this effort would not be paid as the overtime had not been 
approved previously by the COTR. Also, the availability of two Northrop Grumman personnel to 
provide additional support for this effort was discussed. 

• 1999-EOP-0O4, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract: No change in the status of this IWO. AH 
Security Tracking System deliverables have been presented to the Government. This IWO is 
complete. 

• 1999-EOP-004a, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract (ERS): M204 Data Extraction team personnel 
continue to work toward completion of this phase of the M204 Data Extraction project 

• 1 999-EOP-005, Cabinet Affairs Support: No change is the status of this IWO. This IWO remains 
within the Government’s domain for determination. 

• 1999-EOP-006, OMB PC-Rollout and Redeployment: There is no change in the status of this IWO. 
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• 1 999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-Mail Reconstruction: There was no change in the status of this l WO. 

• 1999-EOP-009, Pre-installation Site Survey: This project is in progress and is slightly ahead of 
schedule. 

• 1 999-EOP-G1 0, President’s State of the Union Address: This IWO has been completed. Northrop 
Grumman provided the Government with the costs for this support as a separate line item on the 
CSR report which was distributed to the Government on February 12, 1999. 

• 1 999-EOP-Ol 1, NT 4.0 PC Rollout and Redpioyment - OMB: The official modification for this IWO 
was received and the work is in progress. 

• 1 998-EOP-0 1 2: NT 4.0 PC Rollout and Redpioyment - Org Group i : This is a new IWO that will be 
delivered to the Government by noon today, February 17, 1999. 

• 1999-EOP-G13, NT 4.0 PC Rollout and Redpioyment - Org Group 2: This is a new IWO that will be 
delivered to the Government by noon today, February 17, 1999. 

• 1 999-EOP-0 1 4, NT 4.0 PC Rollout and Redpioyment - Org Group 3 : This is a new IWO that will be 
delivered to the Government by noon today, February 17, 1999. 

• 1998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redpioyment: There was no change in the status of this IWO. 

• 1998-EOP-023, Re-Engineering Office of the Executive Clerk: There was no change in the status of 
this IWO. 

Voucher Review 

The following vouchers received visibility. 

• Voucher 12B, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $77,219.95 for FY 98 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher 1 30p, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $38,700.62 for FY 98 
was submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher IB, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202C in the amount of SI, 203 ,464. 17 for FY 99 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher lOp, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AB in the amount of $40,443.66 for FY 99 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

Other Issues; 

• Timecard and Relocation: The Government requested that Northrop Grumman provide additional 
information and explanation regarding the expenses and the period in which those expenses were 
incurred by a previous Northrop Grumman employee. 


NORTHROP G RUMMAN 


2 


EOPNG-99-0061 - February 19, 1999 


NGL 00187 



940 


* New IWOs: The Government stated that an [WO to accomplish a server upgrade may be 
forthcoming. 

Action Item Review 

The following open action items were given visibility. No new action items were recorded. 

* AI 00 1 8, Award Fee Percentage. (Government Action) 

• AI 0025, Signed IWO Sheets. (Government Action) 

• AI 0029, Expense Report Invoice Review. (Government Action) 
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Northrop Grumman 

6CP Task Odor 8: 44 AM 


(voucher TRACKING SYSTEM 1 
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Base Services Invoice 
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577,219.95 

FY38 
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December 

538,700.62 

P/98 
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1/20/99 


0202C 

10/1/98 - 12-31/98 


$1,203,464.17 

FY99 
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1/20/99 

Optional Services Invoice 

Q2Q2AB 

10/1/98 - 12/31/98 

December 

540,443.66 

FV99 
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51.359.828.40 
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To: 

cc: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Enel: 


DeVere Patton 
COTR 

Tony Barry, Dale Helms, Lynnae Roscoe, Joe Vasta 

Joseph A. Vasta 
Project Manager^ 

January 22, 1999 

Weekly COTR Meeting January 20, 1999 

IWO Tracking Sheet 
Voucher Tracking Sheet 
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EOPNG-99-0026 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Grumman conference room on January 20, 1999. 
Attendees included Tony Barry, DeVere Patton, Lynnae Roscoe, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson, and 
Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

IWO Review 


* 1998-EOP-OOI : Base Services: No change in the status of this IWO. 

* 1 999-IST-002, Documentation & Modification of Lotus Notes/ARMS: No change in status. This 
IWO remains closed per Government direction. 

* 1999-EOP-003, E-Mail Reconstruction Processing: No change in status. Northrop Grumman 
continues to make progress toward completion of this IWO. 

* 1999-EOP-004, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract: All deliverables as specified in this IWO for the 
Security Tracking System effort were presented to the Government. M204 personnel continue to 
follow the task flow as specified in the SOW and, as directed by the Government, to proceed with 
work on ERS using funds that were not exhausted on the Security Tracking System effort. 

* 1999'EOP-004a, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract (ERS): A technical and cost proposal for ERS 
was submitted to the Government as an addendum to the original M204 Data Extraction. As stated 
above, M204 personnel continue to work on ERS using funds that were not exhausted on the 
Security Tracking System effort. The Government stated it had several questions it would forward to 
Northrop Grumman. 
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* I999-EOP-O05, Cabinet Affairs Support: The Government stated that it expected this IWO to be 
activated this year. It remains within the Government’s domain for determination. 

* 1999-EOP-0O6, OMB PC-Rollout and Redeployment: Northrop Grumman stated that upon 
Government approval of the load set, it would be very close to proceeding with the rollout. The 
Government asked if NT 3.51 was still being rolled out, and Northrop Grumman confirmed that it 
was. 

• 1 999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-Mail Reconstruction: Northrop Grumman is still awaiting the 
Government’s response to the documentation submitted previously. 

* 1 999-EOP-C08, Personnel & Payroll Phase 1 - Part 2: This IWO was canceled per the Government’s 
request. No activity is to continue or commence to support this IWO. 

• 1 999-EOP-009, Pre-installation Site Survey: Northrop Grumman stated it believes it is close to an 
agreement on this IWO. The Government stated that there were still a few small wording changes 
that had to be incorporated into this IWO. The Government indicated that after those changes were 
incorporated, this IWO could be signed as early as today. 

• 1999-EOP-OiO, President’s State of the Union Address: The Government directed that Northrop 
Grumman personnel who helped support this effort should be charged to the Base Services contract. 
The Government requested that Northrop Grumman provide the total costs for this support since 
funding for it would be provided by the White House. The Government indicated that the funding for 
this effort was an internal concern. 

* 1 99&.-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redployment: There was no change in the status of. this IWO. 

• 1 998-EOP-023, Re-Engineering Office of the Executive Clerk: No change in the status of this IWO. 


Voucher Review 

A total of six vouchers were given visibility in the voucher tracking system. Four of the vouchers were 

new as indicated by an asterisk (*). 

* Voucher 1 1 B, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202B in the amount of $30,54 1 .78 for FY 98 was 
submitted to the Government on December 30, 1998. 

* Voucher 120p, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $97,346.33 for FY 98 
was submitted to the Government on December 30, 1998. 

• Voucher 12B*, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $77,219.95 for FY 98 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher 1 30p*, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $38,700.62 for fi Y 98 
was submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 
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• Voucher 1 B*, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202C in the amount of $1,203,464.17 for FY 99 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher 1 Op*, Optional Services Invoice, CUN 0202AB in the amount of $40,443.66 for FY 99 
was submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Northrop Grumman apprised the Government that the last voucher for FY98 had not yet been 
submitted for payment. 

• The Government requested Northrop Grumman to ensure each IWO was identified on a separate 
voucher. Northrop Grumman agreed. 

• The Government also requested that Northrop Grumman specify what rate it is being changed for 
‘indirects’. The Government stated that it was not clearly represented on the vouchers received. 


Other Issues: 


• Training: Northrop Grumman proposed training two employees already on site to provide 
additional assistance in the web development area while it is seeking qualified web programmers. 
Northrop Grumman stated that it would cost less than $ 1 ,000.00 for both persons. Northrop 
Grumman stated that this additional training would be a ‘win-win’ situation for the Government and 

■/ , I the selected individuals. 

• VAX Systems Programmers: The Government stated that it would respond to the Northrop 
Grumman proposal regarding this issue. 


• Awards Fee: The Government stated that it would be holding a meeting on Friday, January 22, 

1999, with the award fee determination officer to discuss the issue. The Government also stated that 
the issue should be resolved by next week (January 25-29, 1999). 

• Spectrum Communication Equipment: Northrop Gnimman asked that the Government make ^ • ' 
available to Northrop Grumman employees training on the new Spectrum communications 
equipment being installed. Northrop Grumman asked that this training be provided to its employees 

if Northrop Grumman is expected to be accountable for support responsibilities of this equipment 

• Network Manager Position: The Government stated that this issue is ‘in its court.’ No J 

determination has yet been made regarding the filling of this position as recommended by the • 
Northrop Grumman proposal. 


J, /■ 


Other Government Concerns: The Government requested clarification from Northrop Grumman 
on two issues. First was the establishment of a drug-free workplace. The Government asked that a 
drug-free workplace plan be presented. Second was the Government’s concerns regarding 
restrictions against information disclosure for Northrop Grumman personnel and Northrop Grumman 
subcontractors. The Government staled it did not include this at the onset of the project, but it wants 
to establish some policies now which include Northrop Grumman subcontractors. 1999). 
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Action item Review 

All open action items were reviewed. No new action items were generated. The following action items 
were statused as indicated below. 

• AI 0018, Award Fee Percentage. (Government Action) 

• AI 0025, Signed IWO Sheets. (Government Action) 

» AI 0027, Invoice Details. CLOSED 

• AI 0028, Expense Report Documentation. CLOSED 

• AI 0029, Expense Report Invoice Review. (Government Action) 

• AI 0030, Pay Status of Current Vouchers. CLOSED 

• AI 003 1, Separation of IWO Costs. CLOSED 
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EOPNG-98-Ol 13 


To; 

DeVere Patton 


COTR \ > 

From: 

Joseph A. Vasa y 


Program Managed / 

Date: 

December 2, 1998 / 

Subject: 

Weekly COTR Meeting November 20, 1998 

End: 

(1) IWO Tracking Sheet 


(2) Action Item List 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Grumman conference room on November 
20, 1998. Attendees included Tony Barty, DeVere Patton, Lynnae Roscoe, Dale Helms, Tracy 
Breeding, David Peterson, and Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

Northrop Grumman opened the meeting by suggesting that the weekly report due for the 
November 19-25, 1998 reporting period not be submitted on its tegular due date of November 
27, 1998. Northrop Giumman proposed that week’s report be combined with the following 
week’s (1 1/26/98 - 12/2/98) report. Northrop Grumman suggested this combination because of 
the Thanksgmng Day holiday on Thursday, November 27, 1998 and the availability of both 
Northrop Grumman and Government personnel. The Government agreed as long as Northrop 
Grumman ensured a select group of Government personnel had access to the project task list 
today (11/20/98). One hardcopy of the project task list waj given to the COTR, Mr. DeVere 
Patton. The Government stated that project task list must be made available to branch chiefs 
today (1 1/2W98). Northrop Grumman accepted that condition and pointed out that the project 
task list was available through Lotus Notea Northrop Grumman also informed the Government 
that there were still two more aspects of the project task list yet to be implemented. 

Northrop Grumman apprised the Government that Government personnel are continuing to 
approach Northrop Gramman personnel with work assignments. Northrop Grumman again 
expressed concern over this practice, and asked the Government to help resolve it 

A consolidated IWO chart was distributed and IWOs were reviewed. That IWO review chart is 
included as Attachment 1. A synopsis of the IWO review portion of the COTR meeting was that: 


• IWO 1999-EOP-001 and 1999-IST-002, Base Services and Documentation and Modification 
of Lotus Notes/ARMS were as stated in the Comments/Remarks section of Attachment 1. 
That is, Northrop Giumman is awaiting the Government’s response. 
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• Additionally, the Government pointed out that the CO, Mr. Dale Helms, only had signature 
authority for S6.8M not the S6.9M indicated aa the price for this IWO. Thus, the CO 
indicated he could not sign the Base Services IWO. Northrop Grumman agreed to reassess 
the Base Services IWO by not fectoring in current vacant positions and allowing them to 
remain vacant until after December 4, 1998. 

• IWO 1999-EOP-003, E-mail Reconstruction Processing, is still awaiting the Government’s 
response. As stated in the Comments/Remarks section of Attachment 1, existing funds end 
November 27, 1998. 

• IWO 1999-EOP-004, EOF Y2K Model 204 Data Extract, is in process; that is, work has 
begum 

• IWO 1999-CAB-005, Cabinet Affairs Support, Northrop Grumman expected to receive the 
cost proposal from the Herndon business office today (1 1/20/98). 

• IWO 1999-EOP-006, OMB PC Rollout and Redeployment, is awaiting Northrop Grumman 

revisions which are in progress. In addition, the Government stated OMB was reluctant to 
authorize the requirement s» « — *"' • fans. 

• IWO 1999-EO . /]\ motion, is still awaiting the deiivety of the ROM 

quote which is / 98. Northrop Grumman pointed out that quote 

could be phis i 7^7£. ’• ROM quote would be presented to the 

Government wl Jj g f c. ' A ^ nmenl suggested that the project manager meet 

with Northrop r P tn&t- P* *<1 d*® requirements. The project manager for 
Phases 2 and 3 ~L and D * Vere Patton would be the COTR. 

Northrop Gnini S ° ivernment that this project impacts and has 

competing issue. uie SOLC and CMM effort The Government informed Northrop 
Grumman that its perspective of the SD1C is that it is not ‘gospel’ but should be used as a 
guide which is tailored for each individual project. . The Government stated that using it for 
this IWO was a good starting point 

• IWO 1999-EOP-008, Personnel & Payroll Phase 1 - Part 2, has been submitted to Herndon 
for another cost proposal 

• IWO 1998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redeployment, has been signed, but the question was 
posed to the Government as to how it wants to be billed. 

• IWO 1998-EOP-023, Re-engineering Office of the Executive Clerk. Northrop Grumman 
obtained a Visual Basic Programmer for the Executive Clerk IWO at $55.00 per hour. 
Although this is above the quoted $49.00 per hour rate, the programmer agreed to complete 
this project in a fewer number of hours and at below the quoted cost. Northrop Grumman 
will submit an amended IWO to reflect this change. 

The Government acknowledged that the following IWOs, listed by IWO number only, were 

complete. They are: 

1998-EOP-020 

1997- EOP-OOl 

1998- EOP-007 
1998-EOP-006 
1998-CAB-008 
1998-IST-009 
1998-EOP-010 
1998-EOP-012 
I998-EOP-017 
1998-EOP-019 
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• Additionally, the Government pointed out that the CO, Mr. Dale Helms, only had signature 
authority for Sti.SM not the S6.9M indicated as the price for this IWO. Thus, the CO 
indicated he could not sign the Base Services IWO. Northrop Giumman agreed to reassess 
the Base Services IWO by not factoring in current vacant positions and allowing them to 
remain vacant until alter December 4, 1998. 

• IWO 1999-EOP-003, E-mail Reconstruction Processing, is stiU awaiting the Government’s 
response. As stated in the Comments/Remarks section of Attachment 1, existing funds end 
November 27, 1998. 

• IWO 1999-EOP-004, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract, is in process; that is, work has 
begun. 

• IWO 1999-CAB-005, Cabinet Affairs Support, Northrop Giumman expected to receive the 
cost proposal from the Herndon business office today (1 1/20/98). 

• IWO 1999-EOP-006, OMB PC Rollout and Redeployment, is awaiting Northrop Grumman 
revisions which are in progress. In addition, the Government stated OMB was reluctant to 
authorize the requirement for two PC technicians. 

• IWO 1999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-mail Reconstruction, is still awaiting the delivery of the ROM 
quote which is expected by December 2, 1998. Northrop Grumman pointed out that quote 
could be phis or minus 20 percent (+/-20“/s). The ROM quote would be presented to the 
Government when it is received. The Government suggested that the project manager meet 
with Northrop Grumman to review the cost and the requirements. The project manager for 
Phases 2 and 3 would be Mr. Karl Heissner and Mr. DeVere Patton would be the COTR. 
Northrop Grumman pointed out to the Government that this project impacts and has 
competing issues with the SDLC and CMM effort The Government informed Northrop 
Grumman that its perspective of the SDLC is that it is not ’gospel’ but should be used as s 
guide which is tailored for each individual project. . The Government stated that using it fix' 
this IWO was a good starting point 

• IWO 1999-EOP-008, Personnel & Payroll Phase 1 - Part 2, has been submitted to Herndon 
for another cost proposal. 

• IWO 1998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redeployment, has been signed, but the question was 
posed to the Government as to bow it wants to be billed. 

• IWO 1998-EOP-023, Re-engineering Office of the Executive Clerk. Northrop Grumman 
obtained a Visual Basic Programmer for the Executive Clerk IWO at S55.00 per hour. 
Although this is above the quoted 849.00 per hour rate, the programmer agreed to complete 
this project in a fewer number of hours and at below the quoted cost Northrop Grumman 
will submit an amended IWO to reflect this change. 

The Government acknowledged that the following IWOs, listed by IWO number only, were 

complete. They are: 

1998-EOP-020 

1997- EOP-OOl 

1998- EOP-O07 
1998-EOP-006 
1998-CAB-008 
1998-IST-009 
1998-EOP-OlO 
1998-E0P-012 
1998-EOP-017 
1998-EOP-019 
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Although the Government acknowledged the above listed IWOs were complete, the Government 
want! to certify the final invoices prior to sign-oE Ha Government asked Northrop Grumman 
to ensure afi invoices were submitted. 

The Government indicated the possibility of a new IWO on the horizon. 

IWO 1999-EOP-OOl, Base Services, was presented and the additional costs reflected in it was 
related directly to the publication server position which is currently staffed by Sterling Software 
personnel. 

Other issues raised at the meeting were: 

1. The Government indicated a new IWO will be needed for a OA PC Rollout effort It 
was suggested that the number of PCs to be rolled out under this effort would be 
about 180. A schedule would have to be developed as well as a determination as to 
whether a new rollout crew would be needed or would Northrop Grumman continue 
with the current rollout crew, only adding a few more persons. 

2. Northrop Grumman again expressed concern about the practice of some Government 

representatives approaching Northrop Grumman employees to accomplish tasks and 
receive assignments. Northrop Grumman said they will continue to ask Government 
employees to make requests through Northrop Grumman management Hie Govern- 
ment concurred with this course of action. 

3. The Government raised the issue of the impact the OMB PC Rollout project would 

have on the Base Services IWO. 

The next COTR meeting is scheduled for 9:00 am on Wednesday, December 2, 1998. No new 
action items were generated during this meeting. An action item list summarizing open action 
items is included in this report as Attachment 2. 
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Record Type; Record 

To: Joseph A. Vasta/flHW 1 

CC: 

Subject; Notes mail report 

We have been requested to provide a report that comments on the occurrences surrounding an ongoing 
problem in records management I hope the information below is informative and answers ail of the 
questions we have been asked. The numbers in parenthesis refer to the point Mr. Helssner requested we 
answer. 


Situation: 

The mai! servers at EOP are Lotus Notes based and serve the purpose of allowing electronic mail use 
in the following formats: Delivery Reports, Non-delivery Reports, Return Receipts, Return Non-receipts, 
Trace Reports, and incoming Internet Mail. A "blind" copy is'maintained by way of a records management 
system ailed ARMS scan. This system examines the electronic address of the documents, and if it is listed as 
an address to be records managed In the ARMS database, the system makes a permanent copy. This saves 
an addressee whom deletes a document by making it recoverable through the ARMS record managed blind 
copy. 

As mentioned above. In order for ARMS to know the document is records managed, the addressee 
must appear on the ARMS database. The database must match the addressee's electronic address exactly, or 
ARMS does not make a copy of the document. 

Point of Failure: 

(1 )On June 12, 1998 two Northrop Grumman contractors where discussing Lotus Notes design 
and account management. (2)Wh!!e demonstrating features of the administrative properties of Lotus Notes 
it was discovered that there where several accounts that did not share the naming convention for the Lotus 
Notes Mafi2 server. The server Is named Mall2 and these entries used the MAIL2 syntax. This does not 
present a problem for e-mall transaction as a whole, but (3) ARMS requires addresses to be EXACTLY as In 
the database, or no record management Is performed. Betty G. Lambuth was notified Immediately of this 
situation. She notified Laura Crabtree > Ada Posey and Mark Lindsey. 

Age of Problem: 

In April of 1996 the Government began providing lists of new e-mail dients to be migrated to 
Notes to Dan Gunia, who was to do the administrative task of adding their information to the records 
management system. Dominick Carfiart, of PRC, designed a program to aid in the migration of the users. 
The program was flawed, entering the new Notes clients into the system with improper syntax in the server 
name area, using ail apital letters. One hundred-eighteen users were discovered to be affected by this 
problem. This was determined (hiring a period of investigation and discovery from June 1998 through 
November 1 998. During this period of discovery, Danniel Barry made written reports to James Wright on 
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a weekly basis. (4)0n November 20 , 1 998 the MaiI2 server was "re-buSt" with the proper syntax applied 
for ail of the current users. The backup tapes from the time period in question where collected and stored 
in the data center and have not been recycled. 

It should be pointed out here that this was not a solution to the overall problem of past non-records 
managed documents, but rather a stop to continuing that problem. The thought of simply re-building the 
former database from the backups was determined unacceptable because ARMS would set the date to the 
current date, vkre the actual document date. In other words, a document received in )une of 1996 that was 
records managed today would not show the 1 996 date, it would appear as If It where received today. 

Current Status: 

(S)For the past four months it was believed that the Lotus Notes administrators had been sufficiently 
trained that no more occurrences of improper syntax would be used and ail was well. Within the past week 
we have discovered three additional cases where the server name syntax was incorrectly entered and client's 
documents have not been records managed. This Is on the Malll server, but it Is the same problem. 

Although Northrop Grumman employees do not add new users to the database, we do perfonn 
administrative tasks on the servers and it was during the performance of these duties that these errors in 
syntax where discovered. To put it bluntfy, the current status of the problem is "no change". Data input 
errors on the part of human beings is the source of the problem. 

Proposed Solution: 

{6)Elimfnate the opportunity for human failure. Create software restrictions in the ability to add 
new users by ONLY allowing the correct syntax for each mall server. If wrong syntax is altered, prompt for 
the proper syntax, in the event that a non-records managed account must be created, allow for an over-ride 
of the required syntax; This action would be available as soon as software could be written with those 
restrictions. 

In determining a solution we must decide what our end goal will be. Do we want to Insure the 
problem never happens again? Do we want to go back and build records management for the entire three 
year period in question? Do we want to make sure that, in the event we are required to produce data, tile 
taped backups of the servers are available? Are we required to do all of the above? I have outlined a 
solution for eliminating the human error aspect of the problem. This is pro-active and inexpensive. We have 
the backup tapes secured in the data center. We have submitted to the Government a proposal (Task 
OA80CM, date: 10/20/1998) for the reconstruction of the e-maii In question. 

(7) Lotus Notes versions 4.1 through 4.6 have been used during this period. 
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Record Type: Record 


To: Davkt G. Petersor^MWI 

cc 

Subject ROM tor Mail 2 E-MaH Reconstruction 


Fcrwwfcd by Tracey A. Braetfr^OA/EOP cn 12*2/88 0620 AW • 



Record Type: Record 


To: Joseph A. Vasta fWKKHf 

cc 

Subject ROM fix Mail 2 E-Mail Reconstruction 
Joe, 

This Is to Inform you that the ROM for Mall 2 E-Mail Reconstruction Is $602,492.00. 
Tracy 
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To: 


From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Enel: 



Joseph A. Va^ 
Project Manager 

December IS, 1 


noRTHn oe ttnuuuAH 

EOPNG-9S-0127 


ynnae Roscoe, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson 


Weekly COTR Meeting December 16, 1998 
(1) fWO Tracking Sheet (Hardcopy Only) 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Grumman conference room on December 
16, 1998. Attendees included Tony Barry, DeVere Patton, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson, and 
Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

The consolidated IWO chart (Attachment 1) which was distributed at last week's meeting was 
used as the basis of the IWO review. A synopsis of the IWO review portion of the meeting 
follows. The Base Services IWO, 1999-EOP-OOl, was reviewed last. 

• 1999-IST-002, Documentation and Modification of Lotus Notes/ARMS: There 
was no change in status for this IWO. This IWO is still in the Government’s 
possession. 

• 1999-EOP-003, E-mail Reconstruction Processing: There was no change in status 
for this IWO. Noithrop Grumman had received from the Government electronic 
approval to perform services at a specified level. The Government stated this IWO 
has been signed. 


• 1 999-EOP-004, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extraction: Northrop Grumman 

received from the Government electronic approval to perform services of this 
IWO at a specified level. The Government stated this IWO had been signed. The 

Northrop Grummaa t EOPNG-9S-0127- December !S, 199$ 
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disposition of the personnel resources currently employed to support this IWO 
was discussed. To help ensure the availability of these highly talented personnel 
to support future EOP objectives, the M204 personnel are being considered as 
candidates to be assigned to the Base Sendees contract providing VMS support 

* 1999-CAB-005, Cabinet Affairs Support: There was no change of status with this 
FWO. Northrop Grumman requested the Government to open this IWO, The 
Government stated it was not clear whether this effort called for one or two 
personnel. The IWO is still in the Government’s technical review process. 

* 1 999-EOP-006, OMB PC Rollout and Redeployment: There was no change of 
status with this IWO. The Government stated previously that this IWO had been 
signed by the CO and the new COTR. 

* 1 999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-mail Reconstruction: There was no change of status 
with this IWO. This IWO and the ROM quote associated with it was previously 
submitted to the Government at the December 2, 1998 COTR meeting. The 
Government emphasized that before any work be undertaken, it is imperative that 
a tape inventory be done. Northrop Grumman re-emphasized that to perform a 
tape inventory would be very labor intensive especially in the absence of an 
automated tape management system. Northrop Grumman reiterated to the 
Government a separate IWO would be required to evaluate the tapes as the review 
of each tape exceeds an hour, and there are hundreds of tapes. The overall effort 
would far exceed the services covered in the Base Services IWO. The 
Government and Northrop Grumman agrded, once again, that at least one 
evaluation of a tape will be performed to validate the reconstruction process. 

* 1 999-EOP-008, Personnel and Payroll, Phase 1 , Part 2: There was no change of 
status with this IWO. It is still in the Government's technical review process. 

* I999-EOP-009, PC Inventory: There was no change of status with this IWO. As 
requested by the COTR during the last meeting (12/2/98), Northrop Grumman 
provided the Government the requested IWO. 

* 1998-EOP-02 1 , PC Rollout and Redep loyment: There was no change of status 
with this IWO. The action item to conduct a meeting to address the invoicing 
issue is still open. 

* 1998-EOP-023, Re-engineering Office of the Executive Cleric: There was no 
change of status with this IWO. This IWO has been signed by the Government. 
Northrop Grumman and the Government still needs to work together to develop a 
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special invoicing methodology to use for this effort. 

1998-EOP-OOl, Base Services: There was no change of status with this IWO. The 
Government re-emphasized to Northrop Grumman that this IWO had been signed 
and returned to Northrop Grumman. 


Other issues: 


Late Deliverables: The Government stated the weekly and monthly report 
submittals were late. Northrop Grumman explained that higher Government- 
prioritized requests for services had necessitated a re-direction of Northrop 
Grumman personnel effort to respond to those Government requests. Those re- 
directed personnel were responsible for providing inputs to those deliverables. 
The Government reiterated its request that all Government requests for Northrop 
Grumman services be routed through the COTR, Mr. DeVere Patton, before the 
requested services or tasks are initiated. The Government stated that if that 
procedure is followed, Northrop Grumman ’s late submittals could have been 
viewed in a less negative light. Northrop Grumman agreed to route all 
Government request for services through the COTR. 


Internal Service Requests: Northrop Grumman asked the Government to once 
again clarify the proper process to handle Government-initiated requests for 
Northrop Grumman services. The Government restated it preference that all 
requests for information, services, etc., shbuld be routed through the COTR, Mr. 
DeVere Patton first Northrop Grumman stated that it was trying to find ways 
‘across the board’ to ensure the Government gets as much value for its money as 
possible. Northrop Grumman asked the Government to recommend a mechanism 
through which issues could be presented, evaluated, and resolved in a ‘win-win’ 
approach! Northrop Grumman theorized that such an approach would provide 
Northrop Grumman with a better understanding of the Government’s long and 
short term objectives as well as give insight to the Government as to Northrop 
Gmmman’s objectives and strong customer-centered intentions to service the 
Government through the EOP contract During this discussion, the PC Inventory 
IWO, 1999-EOP-009, was used as an example of the Government and Northrop 
Grumman not having a clear understanding of each organizations objectives and 
intentions. 


Lotus Notes/ARMS Interface IWO: The Government stated this IWO should be 
closed. 


Northrop Grumman 
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Tape IWO: The Government stated it wants all work efforts understood this 
project was nearing completion, and the IS&T COTR was completely unaware of 
this activity until Tuesday, December 8, 1998. Additionally, the Government 
stated that this project appears to be in direct conflict with some IS&T objectives. 
After some discussion, the Government acknowledged the effort occurred 
through proper Government direction. 

Past Due Invoices: Northrop Grumman reminded the Government there were 
several past due invoices outstanding. The Government stated it would ‘walk 
through* the older invoices so Northrop Grumman could get paid 


TWO Numbering Scheme: The Government inquired about die IWO numbering 
scheme. Northrop Grumman agreed to provide an explanation to the Government 
regarding its rationale. 


Network Manager Position: The Government stated it would not accept 
Northrop Grumman’s recommendation regarding the staffing of this position. 
Northrop Grumman stated that by December 23, 1998, it would submit to the 
Government a formal request to establish the ‘acting’ manager as the permanent 
manager. Northrop Grumman is strongly confident in the ‘acting’ manager’s 
competence even though that person does not meet all the position description 
qualifications for that position. 

Short Paid Invoice: The Government notified Northrop Grumman that it had 
‘short paid’ the invoice submittal which contained the transition expenses of the 
previous Northrop Grumman EOP Project Manager. The Government stated that 
the Phase-in Plan, 1997-EOP-O01, was completed, but the rejected expenses in the 
amount ofS 19,200.00 was not paid. 

1998 Award Fee: There was no change of status with this issue. Northrop 
Grumman stated it was still not informed about the Government’s determination 
of this issue. 

1999 Award Fee Plan Criteria: There was no change of status with this IWO. 
Northrop Grumman stated it continues to be very concerned regarding this issue. 
Northrop Grumman still does not know the criteria by which it is being judged. 

Action Item Review: Open action items were reviewed. No new action items 
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were created. 


Al# 0015, Reconcilement of IWO Deliverables. This is a two-part Action 
Item. Part one concerned the deliverables, it is complete; part two 
concerns the invoices, it is incomplete. (Northrop Grumman action) 


AI#0018, Award Fee Percentage. (Government action) 

AI# 0022, PC Rollout & Redeployment Invoicing. (Northrop Grumman 
and Government action) 

AI# 0023, 1998 Award Fee Status. (Government action) 

AI# 0024, Tape Reconstruction Concept. (Northrop Grumman action) 
AI# 0025, Signed IWO Sheets. (Government action) 

AI# 0026, 1999 Award Fee Plan Criteria. (Government action) 


Northrop Cnimmait 
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Meeting Title: NG/Govt. Status Meeting | Meeting Originator A) Leister (Meeting Date: September' U 1999 
Attendees: A1 Leister; Tony Barry; Robert Hughes; Eric Ritter; Mark Bartholomew; Chip Sparks; Calvin 
Crossman; RC Cavazos; Marvin Miller; Jim Wright; Monty Hayroes; Dee Chapman ' 


Ritter 

.ravel Manager in progress. Test began yesterday. 

• Have not received go-ahead to push 1 50 yet. 

Chip: Working on problems - Eric will be informed when fixed. 

2. CMC is in to take care of remaining 3.5 servers. 

3. QA-6 server which serves Correspondence needs to be bumped to 4.0. 

4. DHCP2 needs to be bumped to 4.0. 

• Develop project plan. 

Chip and Eric to discuss offline. 

5. WINPORT CMC approved 

• Going forward with migration to 4.0. 

6. Back-up Study on-going. 

• Need solution to speed up throughputs. 

7. Developing information for upgrade for Mai!3. 

• Need Goods and Services for memory and space. 

8. Fiber connection with Wisdom group. 

• AT&T servers on our domain - security implementation. 

9. VAX group working on firewall reconfiguration. 

• ARMS interface E-mail. 

10. Sandi Golas is working on NSC mail system. 

Begins testing September 5. 
j and Eric to discuss this subject offline. 

1 1. Sandi Golas is working on ARMS management “stuff.” 

12. Internet and Security (September 9). 

13. Security Audit started (part of routine requirements). 

14. Gatekeeper to be replaced by September 15. 

15. WH.gov will be replaced September 30. 

16. Mail Gateway to be replaced by September 15. 

17. ACE to N.T in progress. 

18. Systems Engineering (AIX) RS6000 migration on-going - completion by September 15. 

19. Project Plan in work to move CICS to SYS-C. 

20. Tom Suarez and Enterprise working on mass storage solution. 

21. FAMUS production scheduled for October 1. 

22. Tony Barry comment: A meeting was held with Sandi Golas today with Tony Barry, R.C. Cavazos, and Jim 
Wright regarding tape situation. 

23. Status of action item from last week re: reassignment of two employees to assist Rick Burger. 

• Chris Dupuis was selected from NG. 

24. IB Terry who has been working on WRQ is devoting spare time to Y2K efforts. 

25. Chip Sparks’s question: Where do the OMB requirements fit? 

• Brian Reese is assigning priorities. 
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To: 

cc: 

From: 

Date: 

Subject: 

Enel: 



Joseph A. Vasta 
Project Manager/ 


February 2, 1999 


Weekly COTR Meeting January 27, 1999 

I WO Tracking Sheet 
Voucher Tracking Sheet 


NORTHROP GRUMMAN 


EOPNG-99-0035 


The weekly COTR meeting was held in the Northrop Grumman conference room on January 27, 1 999. 
Attendees included Tony Barry, DeVere Patton, Tracy Breeding, David Peterson, and Joe Vasta. 

Meeting Summary 

IWO Review 


• 1998-EOP-OOl : Base Services: No change in the status of this IWO. 

• 1 999-EOP-003, E-Mail Reconstruction Processing: The Government asked Northrop Grumman to 
investigate overtime associated with this IWO from October 1, 1998 to December 31, 1998 and form 
October I, 1998 to November 20, 1998. 

• 1999-EOP-004, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract: No change in the status of this IWO. All 
deliverables as specified in this IWO for the Security Tracking System effort have been delivered to 
the Government. M204 personnel continue to follow the task flow as specified in the SOW and, as 
directed by the Government, to proceed with work on ERS using funds that were not exhausted on 
the Security Tracking System effort. 

• 1999-EOP-004a, EOP Y2K Model 204 Data Extract (ERS): The Government stated that extensive 
conversation regarding this IWO still needs to occur. The Government stated it would notify 
Northrop Grumman regarding the determination as a result of these conversations. A technical and 
cost proposal for ERS had been submitted to the Government as an addendum to the original M204 
Data Extraction. As stated above, M204 personnel continue to work on ERS using funds that were 
not exhausted on the Security Tracking System effort. Northrop Grumman notified the Government 
that only one more week’s funding was available to support this effort. 


NORTHROP GRUMMAN 
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• 1999-EOP-005, Cabinet Affairs Support: No change is the status of this I WO. It remains within the 
Government’s domain for determination. 

• 1 999-EOP-006, OMB PC-Roilout and Redeployment: The Government stated that it wants the first 
20 desktops to be rolled out under I WO 1998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redeployment, before 
rollout work begins on this IWO. 

• 1999-EOP-007, Mail 2 E-Mail Reconstruction: The Government inquired about Northrop 
Grumman’s methodology regarding tape inventory and tape tracking. The Government stated that its 
effort to automate the tape inventory/tracking functions were not going to happen. The Government 
asked Northrop Grumman to revisit this issue form October 1997, when Northrop Grumman was 
awarded the EOP contract, and provide a tape inventory from that point. The tape inventory should 
include tape ID, volume, dataset ID, etc. 

• 1999-EOP-009, Pre-installation Site Survey: The Government stated that -this IWO has been signed 
by the COTR and the CO. The Government also stated that it expected this IWO to be delivered 
today, January 27, 1999. 

• 1 999-EOP-OlO, President’s State of the Union Address: Northrop Grumman stated that it would 
provide the Government with the actual hours charged against this effort by close of business today, 
January 27, 1999. 

• 1 998-EOP-021, PC Rollout and Redployment: There was no change in the status of this IWO other 
than was specified as it related to IWO 1999-EOP-006, OMB PC Rollout and Redeployment. 

• 1 998-EOP-023, Re-Engineering Office of the Executive Clerk: There was no change in the status of 
this IWO. 


Voucher Review 

Six vouchers were again given visibility in the voucher tracking system. 

• Voucher l IB, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202B in the amount of $30,541.78 for FY 98 was 
submitted to the Government on December 30, 1998. 

• Voucher I20p, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $97,346.33 for FY 98 
was submitted to the Government on December 30, 1998. 

• Voucher 12B, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202AA in the amount of $77,219.95 for FY 98 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1 999. 

• Voucher 130p, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202 AA in the amount of $38,700.62 for FY 98 
was submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher l B, Base Services Invoice, CLIN 0202C in the amount of $ 1 ,203,464. 1 7 for F Y 99 was 
submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 

• Voucher lOp, Optional Services Invoice, CLIN 0202 A B in the amount of $40,443.66 for FY 99 was 


NORTHROP GRUMMAN 



EOPNG-99-0035 - February 2. 1999 


NGL 0020 6 


2 



962 


submitted to the Government on January 20, 1999. 


Other Issues: 

• New I WOs: The Government stated it plans to open a new I WO to better allocate two personnel 
resources as they split their time between Base Services activities and Y2K-specific activities. 
Additionally, these personnel would be changing status from part-time to full-time for the remainder 
of the fiscal year and the calendar year. Northrop Grumman asked the Government for relief 
because as it would experience a overrun of the Base Services contract if the Government proceeds 
with that course of action. Additionally, Northrop Grumman advised the Government that it too was 
in the process of preparing an IWO. 

• M204 IWO: The Government acknowledged that the IWO to continued work on ERS is within its 
domain. The Government stated it planned to discuss the issue internally. 

• Awards Fee: The Government stated that the award fee determinator is reviewing this issue. 


Action Item Review 

All open action items were reviewed. No new action items were generated. The following action items 
were statused as indicated below. 

• AI 0018, Award Fee Percentage. (Government Action) 

• AI 0025, Signed IWO Sheets. (Government Action) 

• AI 0029, Expense Report Invoice Review. (Government Action) 
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Joseph A. Vasta 
11/16/98 07:17 AM 


Record Type: Record 

To: John E. Spriggs/g 


Subject: MAIL 2 meeting 
John: 

Are you available on Thursday of Friday to meet with Tony? 

Joe 

Forwarded by Joseph A. Vasta/OA/EOP on 11/16/98 07:18 AM 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

11/12/98 07:01:52 AM 



Record Type: Record 


Joseph A Vasta/^g 
DeVere R. Pattoa'H 


W, John E. Spriggs/*^ 
W, James B. Wright/gj 


Lynnae C. Roscoei 


Subject MAIL 2 meeting 
Joe;John; 


We need to sit down soon and discuss the approach to accomplishing this task. It is dear (At least to me) 
that we cannot proceed as described in the IWO. 

When is good fo you guys. ? 

Later... Tony 
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<» 

Kart H. Heissner 

04/08/99 12:25 PM 

1 

i 


Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 


Subject Mail2/Mail1 Servers 

Can we meet tomorrow, Friday, at 14:00 to discuss technical issues related to records management and 
the re-cycling of production server backup tapes? This ts an important meeting, please confirm. 


Thank you. 
Message Sent To:_ 


Robert E. Whiteman/I 
John E. Spriggs'! 

Nellie W. Doerinr; 
Daniel A. Barry/f 
Marie H. Bart holom ew/! 
Jack S. Fox/QBHB 
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Yiman F. Salim 
04/09/99 05:05 PM 


Record T ype: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: 


Subject New ARMS issue 

Meeting minutes on the New ARMS issue, 

Attendees: Karl Heissner, Tony Barry, Bob Whiteman, Eric Ritter, Yiman Salim and Marvin Miller. 

The purpose of the meeting was to brief Government on the new ARMS issue problem recently 

discovered by Northrop Grumman. The problem was stated as follows: all external "non-Notes" mail 

received by users whose first name starts with the letter "D" has not been records managed since 

November of 1998. The technical details of this problem were explained and the following was agreed on: 

1 . The same methods used to resolve the Mail2 and Maill records management problem will be used to 
correct this problem. 

2. NG will develop a plan to document the methods of resolution to this problem and thus to the Mail2 
and Maill problem. 

3. Additional resources will be made available to John Spriggs, as discussed in a previous meeting ^ 
pertaining to records management of all Mail2 and Maill server accounts. 

4. NG ( John Spriggs, Yiman Salim and Marvin Miller) will meet on Monday morning to discuss 
documentation and implementation of the plan. 

5. Attendees to. this meeting and John Spriggs will meet Monday afternoon to give status on plan 
development 


Attach please find a write-up describing the problem. The write-up omitted mentioning that the only 
affected mail is incoming mail external to Lotus Notes, such as Internet mail or mail received from AII-in-1. 
Any other mail being sent by these accounts or any mail sent to these accounts via Lotus Notes is being 
records managed correctly. 


Write-up on new ARMS issue -: 
Message Sent To: 
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MAIL 1 SERVER 
OMB USERS 
54 TOTAL USERS 


Arbuckle, Donald 

Rivelli, Donna 

Benoit, Deborah 

Robinson, Donovan 

Bemeli, David 

Rose, David 

Berry, David 

Rostker, David 

Bond, Debra 

Rowe, David 

Bray, Denise 

Stahlman, David 

Chapin, Derek 

Stout, Dennis 

Chenok, Daniel 

Tomquist, David 

Childs, David 

Tuck, Donald 

Collins, Debra 

Wells, Diane 

Comstock, Douglas 

Werfel, Daniel 

Costello, Daniel 

Williams, Debra 

Ermann, Danny 

Wingaid, Doris 

Espinosa, Diana 

Woollen, Dawn 

Fleming, Darlene 

Zavada, David 


Flower Lake, Dana 
Gallo, Dina 
Gayle, Darcel 
Gaymon, Darlene 
Ham, Dianne 
Hardy, Dionne 
Haun, David 
Heath, Daniel 
Johnson, Darrell 
LaPlaca, Daniel 
Lee, Dee 
Mann, Dalton 
McCormick, Douglas 
Mendelson, Daniel 
Meredith, Diana 
Montgomery, Diane 
Morrison, David 
Motley, Delphine 
Muzio, David 
Noble, Desiree 
Norwood, Douglas 
Park, Darrell 
Pitkin, Douglas 
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Radzanowski, David 


MAIL2 

77 TOTAL USERS 


CEA 1 USER 

Elmendorf; Douglas 


CEQ 4 USERS 

Bear, Dinah 
Burstein, Daniel 
Rejeski, David 
Sandalow, David 


NSC 19 USERS 


Akers, Dale 
Avery, Dale 
Bandler, Donald 
Bayley, Douglas 
Benjamin, Daniel 
Dejban, Donna 
Erdahl, Douglas 
Halperin, David 
Higgins, David 
Kale, Dora 
Kaplan, Dean 
Locke, Dwayne 
Mitchell, Donald 
Motherway, Daniel 
Peterman, David 
Roach, Darren 
Sanborn, Daniel 
Sherman, David 
Wippman, David 


QPD 8 USERS 

Addy, Dede 
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Adler, Devorah 
Hammonds, D Holly 
Marchick, David 
Montoya, Daniel 
Noyce, David 
Pearah, David 
Robyn, Dorothy 


WHCCTF 3 USERS 

Forrister, Dirk 
Stone, Diane 
White, David 


WHO 42 USERS 


Band, Douglas 
Belsky, David 
Bird, Debra 
Burkhardt, Daniel 
Cano, Dominique 
Carroll, Donna 
Chirwa, Dawn 
Cohen, Delia 
DeGuzman Jr, Danilo 
Diorio, Denise 
Donnelly, Diana 
Goldberg, Diane 
Gomez, Dario 
Good friend, David 
Goodwin, Donald 
Hicks, David 
Holt, Daniel 
Howard, Derek 
Ho, Deborah 
Jones, Deborah 
Kalbaugh, David 
Lieber, David 
Marcus, Dan 
McGhee, Dougretta 
Mohile, Deborah 
Nanau, Daniela 
Neslen, David 
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Nionakis, Dimitri 
Parker, Doris 
Peters, Denver 
Premysler, Debra 
Rosenthal, Dan 
Salcido, Dorinda 
Smalls, Dawn 
Smith, Dorotha 
Snyder, Douglas 
Sosnik, Douglas 
Strand, Dana 
Turner, Darryl 
Vega, Dag 
Weaver, Dorian 
Wood, Debra 
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MAIL 3 SERVER 
29 TOTAL USERS 


NSC 2 USERS 

Johnson, David 
Leavy, David 


QA 1 USER 

Ramsey, Dewitt 


ONPCP 20 USERS 

Blank, David 
Cheatham, David 
Dail, Daniel 
Davis, Darlind 
Des Roches, David 
Falls, Donald 
Greenhouse, Dennis 
Holmes, David 
King, David 
Lyman, Daria 
Morgan, Daniel 
Rader, Daniel 
Rivait, David 
Schecter, Daniel 
Schweiger, Daryl 
Shull, David 
Taylor, Dorothea 
Thomas, Darryl 
Vereen, Donald 
Winfield, Darryl 


QSTP 6 USERS 


Behring, Deanna 
Coleman, Donna 
McGovern, Deborah 
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Moore, Duncan 
Pryor, Donald 
Stevens, David 
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MAIL 5 SERVER 
30 USERS 


OA 30 USERS 


Abrams, David 
Baker, Donna 
Barry, Daniel 
Breese, David 
Bronson, Derwin 
Buck, Daniel 
Chapman, Delores 
Clarke, Dale 
Cleal, Dorothy 
Cross, David 
Cruniling, Dorothy 
Davis, Daniel 
Dcs Roche, David 
Gomes, Deborah 
Johnson, Donald 
Matties, Douglas 
Miller, Dale 
Moore, Daniel 
Pannell, Dorian 
Patton, DeVere 
Peterson, David 
Plummer, Donald 
Pow, Deborah 
Reid, Debra 
Reid, Demetrius 
Smith, Deion 
Smith, Diane 
Taridr, Dianne 
Vines, Denise 
Washington, Denise 

RDS1 SERVER 
1USER 

OA 1USER 

Butler, Darryl 

GRAND TOTAL 191 USERS 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAID 

CREATOR: Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN=Dorotby E . Cleal/^ 

CREATION DATE/TIME :23-FEB-1999 12:00:00.00 

SUBJECT : t Issue Papers for Appropriations Hearing 

TO: Christa Moyle ( CN»Christa 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT s 
fyi 


11:59 AM 


Forwarded by Dorothy E. 


on 02/23/99 


Karl H. Heissner 
02/05/99 09:08:24 AM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 

CC: 

Subject: 


Dorothy E. Cleal^H^M 

Issue Papers for Appropriations Hearing 


Forwarded by Karl H. Heissner § 


on 02/05/99 


Karl H. Heissner 
02/05/99 09:06:23 AM 
Record Type: Record 

To: 

cc: 

Subject: 


Note : 


Issue: Mail2 Reconstruction (document attached) 

Issue: Information Requests 


E 3957 


While 1*11 be glad to write up something related to the "Information 
Requests" channeled to us via White House Counsel in reponse to various 
requests from Congress and litigants against the Government, we may not 
want to call undue attention to the issue by bringing the issue to the 
attention of Congress because 


Last year’s hours consumed by SID staff amounts to only a little 
This year's hours consumed so far amounts to only 65, and 
The level of requests appears to be declining. 

(Let sleeping dogs lie...) 


over 500, 
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Issue: Mai 12 Reconstruction 

Background and Definition of Problem 

In early 1998 Tony Barry, an IS8T Analyst, discovered that some e-mail 
Messages he expected to find during a records search failed to show up. 
Further research revealed: 

a Some time during the last 2 years the profiles of at least A20 

lotus Notes e-mail user databases existing on Server Mail2/EQP were set up 
incorrectly causing soma or perhaps all incoming e-mail messages 
originating outside the EOP environment to not be "records managed." As 
best as can be determined the failure began in November/December of 1996. 

"Records management mandated by law, requires among other things that 
incoming and outgoing e-mail meeting certain criteria to be considered 
"Federal Records" be archived for future retrieval . 

o The problem, that some e-mail messages were not being records 

managed properly, was discovered in February 1998, and Mr. Barry 
immediately notified the Lotus Notes Group (NG-Spriggs/Golas) as well as 
ISftT -Management of the problem. 

e In June 1998 the Notes Administrator (NG-Haas) determined that 

only certain e-mail messages received by the Notes Mail2 Server from 
sources outside the EOP were not being records managed, and identified the 
technical causes for the failure. 

o Several months went by before the correction was made by Northrop 

Grumman (NG) staff on November 20, 1998. In the interim, the failure to 
records manage certain incoming e-mail messages continued. 

o Lotus Notes Desktop system files appear to have been backed up 

periodically between 1996 and 1998. though a complete tape inventory does 
not currently appear to exist. 

o The process of forwarding "records” subject to Federal Records 

Management rules involves the invokation of undocumented software modules 
written several years ago by a contractor in C++ and Notes Scripts. 

o At the prompting of Tony Barry NG provided I5&T with a proposal 

for the design of a system designed to recover the missing records. The 
title of the A7-page Statement of Work, developed according to the EDP 
SDIC Guidelines, is "Management & Technical Support for Rapid Application 
Development of Mail2/E0P Records Management Documents Recovery,” dated 
October 20, 1998. Following the EOP Systems Development Life Cycle Manual 
to the letter, the approximate cost for the system design is $602,000. 
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„»»»«>».»»=» ATTACHMENT 1 ■*==«=»«*»=*=**=*= 
ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00 


TEXT: 

Unabla to convert ARMS_EXT : {ATTACH .D1JMAIL42804575U. 936 to ASCII, 

Th» following is a HEX DUMP: 

FF5750436106Q00001CAQ20100DOOQQZ050Q00003C20000000Q2000077AB972F159E67F8C066DB 
18D64A777B216475BD2DF4B2AF2909E821 A94E5FED227DFA82A8C4596FZ89542D2BD6C4CC3E4B3 
F69EE7 AE781CFFD31C69DAB94C8B3167B9D62078C0935953859D9252E2EA5A8DFD197F5E68126A 
2F41E761FC866SB439C2546266FFFS2FDAZ83F5CF1 089 04DDC3DO7C274CC84DO 07891 BBC29EF06 
CDB93F6B6E9BCD72E4E12F12ED6FFEE22833C64F5C5E74D8851CE11E66AE7CB9414EB6245B05A7 
3F121B4447E2FB993DEDED7Z56 1 1 051 FD24FA2AA7CEBB3A1F4503A9E1A9F7B321 8376 B9ACACF2B 
646F904E58DA7E328F08FB16BA72C41971D34F3F2EDC38734E15E128394QCD17F13A9F09884569 
CFB34975A9A4B52D4QE2388F1692AA9D5A0DE6432BF4D3B49933FA31 75577F577783036D21 9960 
1E352EBA2FDB2AD1BA93EBEF113ADBD696982D0C32AC66D65Q8D4961E1 1C2974F6D59D1766D27C 
34516CF182DC7CF493F8B98C30298F09B293525B646DC977 1BA06D491 8DF1 86883 1EF53 069 51 A2 
6E8C4264CBD4ADlFFCF6097B165F8455AE10EB57FCa3D641C4EAlF968AB5BCD3DFF988EF227149 
132EBAADD1D529496EC8B25FDC7129BCD6501AFAA3CB5EFE76981EE8C1 A2AE23E7496F4562ECF1 
8657801CCE78BC4AA73301E028E21 16451 1D9E8FE9 552348 06EA719796AB1 31 F5C9D02439A2DFD 
19AC9CBO89OZOO2BOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO023O1OOOOOOOBO1OOOO5AO6O 000005501 000000 
AEOW0806505000 0092501 00000006000000B305 0000 08300200000 028000000B9050000087701 
000 00O4QOOQOQQE1C5Q0QOO834O1OOQOOO 1400 000021 0600 00080201 COQOQQOFO 00 00 03506 0000 
000000000000000000003506000000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000000035 
060000000000000000000000003506000000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000 
0000350 60 0000000 0000000000000000350600000000 00 00000000000000350600000000000000 
80000O00O035060000880008O0000OOO00QOO03596O 00 OOOOOO0OGQ 00000000 0003506 000 00000 
000000000000000 0350600000000000000000000000 0350600000000C000000000000000350600 
00000000000000000000003506 OOOOOOOOOOC 0000000000 0003506000000000000000000000000 
350600000000000000000D00000035060000000000000000000 000 003506 000 OOCO 0000000 0000 
000000350600000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000000003506000000000000 
000 000000000350600000000000000000000000035060000000000 OOCO 00 0000 000 03506 00 00 00 
00 00 00 0000000000 003506000000000 0000 00 000 DO 00 0035060 000 OOCO 00 000000000000003506 
000000000000000000000000350600000000000000000000000035060000000000000000000000 
003506000000000000000000000000350600000000030000000000000035060000000000000000 
000000003506000009420 1 000000 IDO 00 OOO44O6OOQOO0984CO06F 0063006 1 006C002000480G50 
0020004C006 10073006500720 06A006500740020003400200050006C00750073000000000000 00 * 

00000 0000000 00000000000000 00 000000 00 00CO57494E53504F4F4C0000000000C8O0C8OO2C01 jg 

2001 2C012C01C800C8003000000000000000000000000000000000 00 D 000000 00 00 0000 00000 00 n 

000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000900 u 

00000000000 000 80000000000000000000000000000000000 00 000600000000000000000000000 
0000 ooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 000000 oooooooo 00 OOOOOOO 000000 000 DOOOQOOOQOO 0000 
OOOOOOOCOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO OB 01 00002800C8196810480D000011 09 OOOOQ05AOOO BO 1 00001036 
005400690 06 D006500 73 0020004E006 50 077002000520 06F006D0061006E0020Q052006 50 067 00 
75006C0061007200000000000000000001 000200580201 000000040028000000000000 OOOOOOOO 
0000 00000000900000 01 12020 024 0 OAIO OO OOOAl 00 OOOOOAOOOOOD3B0201 005500 3C 020 20 00200 
3D02010045003E02010002003F0201 004500400202000200410201004500420201 000200430203 
001 700440201 OO45CO79423B26CB45452682OO820O5EOO82OO78OO78OOC8337CO 0780000020000 
4402000003000019000400000 10C001 100001 00001 OBOOO 010001 000000000640000DDOA1 00083 
01 0400 03DC020021100ODDDD0 BOBO 00300 0004QBOODDD3050C000001 000 1COOCOOD3CCCCCCF20C 
F249737375653AE03DOCOOO 00000080 70CQ0E0E Oil 0C0 00 00 0006 0090C00E04O6 1696C32805265 
636 F6E737472756374696F6EF30CF3DO041F000 01500 l 300 018 007D08203000 1020807282308 07 
282302201FOODOCCF20CF24261636B67726F756E6480616E6480446566696E6974696F6E806F66 
8050726F626C656DF30CF3D0041 500000B 0009 0001 6009B00405000 1201 500D0CC496E806561 72 
6079803139393880546F6E798042617272792C80616E804953265480416E616C7973742C808064 
69736 36F7 66 5726564807 4686 17480736F6D658065846D61 69 6C806D65737361 6 76 5 738 0686 530 
657870656374656480746FCF66696E648Q647572696E678061807265636F726473807365617263 
6880 66 6 16 9 6 C6 5 6 48 074 6 F8D" 3686F7 780757 02E8 08 0467 5727 4686 57 280726 573656 1726 36880 
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6 78 07 4 686 58 06C6 1737 480328079656 1727 3807 4686 58 07 0726F66696C6573806F66806174806C 

6561 7374803432308 04C6F7 4757 3804E6F746 57 380 6 58 46D61696C807 573657 2D0O115OO0OOBO0 

O90CG110OE6039OAOQG12015Q0BO6461746 162617365738O6578697374696E67806F6E80536572 

766 57 280 4D61696C322F454F508O7 76572 6 58 073657480757 Q80696E636F72726563746C798063 

617573696E6780736F6D65806F72807065726861707380616C6CCF696E636F6D696E678065846D 

61696C806D65737361676573806F726967696E6174696E678O6F7574736964658074686580454F 

5080656E7669726F6E6D656E7480746F806E6F7480626580227265636F726473CF6D616E616765 

642E22804 1738062657374806 1738 06 36 16E80 626580 64 657465726D696E6564807 46865806661 

696C7 57265806265676 16E8 069 6E804E6F7 6 6 56 D6265722F446563656D626572806F668031 39 39 

362ED0041700000DOOOB00020807282308072B2302201700DOCCE0300COOOOOOG00807DCOOE022 

5265636F726473806D616E6167656D656E742C22806D616E6461746564806279806C61772C8072 

657 175697265738 06 16D6F6E6 7806 F74686 5728074686 96E67 7 38 074686 17480696E636F6D696E 

6780616E64CF6F7574676F696E678065846D61696C806D656574696E67806365727 46 1696E8063 

7269746572696180746F8062658D636F6E7369646572656480224665646572616C805265636F72 

6 47322806 26 58 06 17 26 368697 6 656 48 0666F72CF6 6 7 57 4 75726 58 07 2657 4 7 269657 66 1 6C2E80D9 

041 7 OOOOODOOO BO 00208072823080 7282302201 700DOCC6FE0300C0000000008C 7 OCOOE054686 5 

6 07C726F626C656D2C8Q 74686 17480736F6D658065846D61696CB06D65737 36 167657380776572 

658C6E6F74806265696E67807265636F726473806D616E616765648070726F7065726C792C8077 

61 7300011 500000B0009000 180 16D0 111300 0120 1500D0646973636F76657265648 069 6E80466 5 

62727S6172798W13939382C80616E64804D722E80426172727980696D606564696174656C7980 

6E6F7469666965648Q74686580406F747573804E6F7465738047726F7570CF284E478453707269 

6767732F476F6C6173298061738077656C6C8061738049532654804D616E6167656D656E74806F 

66807468658070726F626C656D2ED00417000CODOOOB0002Q8072823080728230220i7CODOCC6F 

E.O5U0CO 00000000807 OC0OEO496E8O4A756E6 580 31 3939388 080 74686 5804E6F7465738041646D 

6 9 6E697 3747 261 746F7Z80284E47844861 6 1732980646 5746 5 726D6 9 6E6 564807 4686 174806F6E 

6C79806365727461696E8065846561696CD0011500000B00090001401A9015170001201500D06D 

65737361676573807265636569766 56480 627980 746865804E6F746573604D6 16 9 60328053657 2 

7669728066726FW«#?36F75?2636573806F7574736964658074686580454F508077657265806E 

6F74806265696E67CF7265636F726473806D616E616765642C80616E64806964656E7469666965 

6480 74686580746563686E696 36 16C806361 7573657380666 F 728074686 58066 6 1 696C7572652E 

DO 04170 OOOODO 00 BOO 02C8072823 080728230220 17 00D0OC6FE0300C0000O000C8070C00E05365 

766 57261 6C806D6F6E74687 38077 656E7 480627980626 56 66 F7 26 58 07 468658 06 36F7 27 265637 4 

696F6E8D776173806D616465806279804E6F727468726F7G804772756D6D61 6E8Q284E47298073 

74616666D001 15000QOB00090001 001E501 91 B0001 20 1500DD6F6E804E6F76656D626 572803230 

2C8031 3939 382E808 049 6E8 074686 50 069 6E746572696D2C8 07468 6 5806661 69 6C75726580746F 

80 7265636F72647 380 6D616E6 167 6 5806 365727461 696E80696E636F6D696E678 06 584 6D61 6 96C 

CF6D65737 36167657 380636F6E74696E7565642ED0041 7 OOOOODOO OB 000 2080 728230807282302 

201 700DDCC6FE0300CO 000 0000 D807GCOOE04C6F747573804E6F746573804465736B746F708073 

797374656D8066696C6 5738061 7 07 06561 7280746F8068617665806265656E806261636B656480 

757080706572696F646963616C6C79806265747765656E8031393936DC 01 15000 00B00090001O0 ~ 

211O1D1FOOO12O15OODO616E648O313939382C8O74686F7567688O610O636F6D7O6C6574658O74 £ 

6 1706 5806 96E76656E746F 727 9806 46F6573806E6F74806 37 572726 56E746C798 06 17 070656 172 

80746F8065786973742ED0041 700000DOOOB0002080728230807282302201700DOCC6FE0300CQO W 

00000008070COOE05468658D70726F63657373806F66B0666F7277617264696E6780227265636F 

72647322807375626A65637480746F804665646572616C805265636F726473804D616E6167656D 

656E748072756C657380696E766F6C766573D0011500000B000900019C24E01F220001201500DO 

74686580696E766F6B6174696F6E806F6680756E646F63756D656E74656480736F667477617265 

80 6D6F64756C657380 7 77 26974 74656E80736 57665726 16C80796 56 17 2738061 6 76F80 627 98061 

80636F6E74726163746F72CF696E80432B2B80616E64804E6F74657380536372697074732E8080 

BQG417OOOOODQOOBOOO2C8O72823G8O72823O22O17O0DOCC6FEO3OOCOOOOOOOOO8O7OCOOEO4174 

807468658070726F6D7074696E67806F668080546F6E79804261727279804E478070726F766964 

65648049532654807769746880618070726F706F73616C80666F72807468658Q64657369676E80 

6F668061D0011500000BCO 0900 015028A023260 001 201 500D0 73797 374656D806 4657 369676E6 5 

6 48074 6F8 07 26 5636F76 657 28074686 5806D6 973736 96E6 78 07 26 5636F7 2647 32E8Q80 54686 580 

7469 746C65806F6 68074686 5803437847 06 167658053746174656D656E74806F 668057 6F726B2C 

CF646576656C6F706564806163636F7264696E6780746F8074686580454F508053444C43804775 

6964656C696E65732C8080697380224D616E6167656D656E74802680546563686E6963616C8053 

7570706F7274CF666F72805261706964804170706C69636174696F6E80446576656C6F706D656E 

748 06F66804D61696C322F454F50805265636F7 264738 04D616E61 67 656D656E7480446F63756D 
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8O8O466F6C6C6F77696E678O746865F2O8F280454F508O53797374656O7S80446S76656C6F7O6B 

656E74804C696665804379636C65D0O115QQO0OBQG89OQ01102C69272A0OQ120150ODO4D616E75 

616CF3QSF380746F80746865806C65747465722C8074686580617Q7C726F78696B61746580636F 

737480666F7 26074686 580737973746 560806 4657369676E80697380243630322C3030302ED004 

1FO0 001500 130 001 QOZD5O282SOOO1O208O72823O8O72823O22O1FOODDF1OO44O2F1D0O91500OO 

OB00090001F02D40292C0001201500DOCCF1014402F1F1004302F1F20CF23D3D303D3D3D3D3D3# 

3B3D303D3B3D3DSD3D3BS83B3B3B3D3B3B383B3DSD3C3D3D3D3D3D303D3D3D3D303B3D3D3D3D3D 

3P3D3B5S5B3DSB3D3B3D3B3B3D3D3B3E3D3D3D3DF1023AO2F1BOQ415O00OOBOOO9OQO1AG95FOOO 

O10OQ12O15OOBQF1OS3AO2F1F10Z3CO2F149276O8O6E6F748OF1D33CO2F1F1O143O2F1F1OO3DO2 

FXF1023C02F173F1033C02F1F1013D02F1F1003F02F1F1023E02F175F1033E02F1F1013FB2F1F1 

OO43O2F1F1O24OO2F17375726580F1O340O2F1F1O143Q2F1F1O041O2F1F1024O02F16F668O7468 

F-1O34002F1 FI 0141O2F1 FI 004302FIFI024202F1 6966807 4686580666F6C6C6FF1034202F1F102 

3B02F1CCF1033B02F15265636F6D60656E646174696F6E73F30CF3DO 041 500000B0009000 18007 

B002030 001 20 1500DOCC54686580666F6C6C6F77696E6 78 06465736372696265738074686 5806D 

4UA6F726073746570732C606C656164696E6780744F807468458066756C6C807245636F766572 

79806F66B0616C6C80756E7265636F7264656480227265636F7264733A2280CCCC6FE0300COOOO 

000008070COOEOF20CF2536563757265804261636B75708054617065732E8080F30CF353656375 

726580616C6C804C6F747573804E6F 796 57 380446573687 46F 7 0807 3797374656D806261 636875 

7 0807461706 5 73808480 746 1 7 0657380 6 „7 26 561 746564D 00 11 500 OOOBO 009 0001 400890 0607 00 

01201SOOD07072696F7280746FB04E6F76656D6265728032302C80313939382C80617265B06E6F 

7480646F606265807 265757365648 0756E74696C8066757274686572806E6F746963652E8Q284L 

736B8044455665726580506174746F6ECF746F80646972656374804E4780746F80646F80736F2E 

29D004 1700 OOOBOO 0800020807282308072823 02201 7ODDOCC6FEO30OCOO 00 00 00 080 70COOEOF2 

0CF2496E766 56E746F7279804261 636 8757 0805461 7 065732E8080F30CF34 469 726 56 374804E47 

8069606B6564696174656C7980746F80646576656C6F7080616E80696E76656E746F7279806F66 

80804C6F747573804E6F746573D001 150000 080009000100 DF500A0B 000 l 20 1500D045846D6 169 

4C80536572766572804D61696C3280737973746560806261 636 B757 080746 17 065738063757272 

658E748C798041748874686580454F50804461 746180436 56E7465722C8070726F766964696E67 

806174806 1CF6D696E696D756D8073657269 6 16C806E756D62657Z2C806461746580616E648074 

696D65806F66806261636B75702C806D6F6465806F66806261636B75708028736F6674776 17265 

807573656480 746F80 637 2656 17465CF6261 6 36B7570292C807479706 580 6F6 680626 1636B 7570 

8028696E6372656D656E74616C2C80667S6C6C292C804E6F7465738056657273696F6E80617480 

74696B65806F6 6806261636 B75702C8074797065806F66807 461 706 50F757365642C8072657465 

6E74696F6E80706572696F642C806465736372697074696F6E806F6680636F6E74656E7473806F 

668074617 06 58 0284D61696C80 536572766 57 28 02331 2C8023322C806574637E292ED004 17 0000 

0BOOOBOOO2O8C7 282308072823022 01700DOCC6FE0300CG 00 000000807 0CQ0E0F20CF2446F6375 

6D656E74804E6F7465732F41524D5380496E7465726661636580536F6674776172652EF30CF380 Q 

80546865807 0 726F636 57 3738 06F6680666F727 761 72646 9 6 E6 780227 26 56 36 F726 473228 07 375 CO 

626A656374D0011500000B00090001A014FOtlFll 0001 201 500D0746f 804665646572616C805265 

636F726473804B616E6167656D656E748072756C657S80696E766F6C7665738074686580696E76 10 

6F6B6174696F6E806F6680756E646F63756D656E746 56480736 F66 747 761 7 265CF6B6F64756C65 

738077 72697474656E8073657 665726 16C8 0796 561 727 3806 1676F806 27 98 06 1806 36F6E747261 

63746F7280696E80432B2B80616E64804E6F74657380536372697074732E808044697265637480 

4E4780 746 FCF65787 06 56469 7 465807 4686 580 72657 669657 7806 16E648 06 6 7 56C6C80646F637 5 

6D656E7461 746 96F6E806F6680 7 4686 5804E6F7465732F41524D5380496E746 572666 163658053 

6F6674776172652E8080546865CF776F726880746F80646F63756D656E74807468697380736F66 

747761 72658069 73806E6F7 7807 56E646 572776 1792ED 0041 7 00000000080 00208072823080728 

230220 1 70 ODOCC6FE03COCOO 0000 0008 070CODEOF20CF243726561 7 4658 05465636B6E6963616C 

8 0446 F6 37 56D656E7461 7 4696F6E2E8080F30CF3446F63756D656E 7480636 175736 5287 329806F 

668O7468658O7O726F626C656D8O616E648O6974738O696D7O6163748O6F6EBOO115O0OOOBOOO9 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 
CREATOR: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Danial 



CREATION DATE/TIME: 26- JAN-1999 15:20:56.00 


SUBJECT i: Re : EOP Executive Hearing Preparations 


TO -.Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN»Dorothy E. Cleal/| 
READ (UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

Dottie; 

It is a possibility that MAIL 2 reconstruction should be added to the list 
?? I believe that the ARMSTRONG category under "litigation" encompasses 
all the projects that are part of that settelement i.e. PROFS , ARMS and 
ALL-IN-1 e-mail reconstruction . 

I am noV*SUreif the ARMS-NARA data reformatting project should be added ? 


The Alexander case may want to be added under litigation. 


That* all the inddt I can think of at this point 


E 3970 
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CC: Dorothy E. Schott ( CN=Dorothy E. Schott/|( 
READ : UNKNOWN 


TEXT! 

Joe ; 

Here is the matrix that we talked about on Wed. I will be in on Tuesday 
12/29. Do not move this forward until Dottie has seen the final we come 
up with. 


Thanks . 

This matrix contains all ARMSTRONG* related projectsC Not already in 
progress and funded) and is in three tiers: 

First tier is the projects that I think should be done or started 
Second tier is possible Y2k related 

Third tier is projects that could be done but are not vital**. 


Project 

name 

99 cost 2000 cost 
ARMS Tape conversion 
120,000 

VAX Y2k compliance 
ARMS Y2k compliance 

Monitor facility rewrite (ALL-IN-1 removal) 
NOTES/ARMS interface Y2k compliance 


350,000 


100,000 

100,000 

100,000 

200,000 


Mail 2 reconstruction (Project X) 
650,000 1,000,000 

ARMS II 

2 , 000,000 


2 , 000,000 



*ARMSTRONG related means that one could make the case for ARMSTRONG funds 
** In my opinion 




RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 


CREATOR :Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. BarryJ 

CREATION DATE/TIME s 1A- JAN- 1999 12:40:37.00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Memo for RAR9126 

TO: Joseph G. Kouba ( CN= Joseph G. Kouba/ J 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

Job •, 

As a followup . . . 

Pis ramove the "project X " designation on the ARMS financial sheet. 

We need to keep in mind t*-^t the ARMS tape conversion project will 
probably not come for ARMS 1 RQN 6 . 

Also NO Y2K projects are on this sheet... Just wanted to point that out. 
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RECORD TYPEs FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR; Janes B. Wright ( CN= James B. Wright* 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 15- JUL-1998 07:51:33.00 
SUBJECT;: Comp time for last week 


TO: Deborah J. Pow ( CN=Deborah J. Pow 
READ .UNKNOWN 


CC: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry /I 

READ t UNKNOWN 



TEXT; 

approved conp. 


Forwarded by James B. Wright/| 


fon 07/15/98 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

07/14/98 10:55:49 AM 


Record Type; Record 


To: Deborah 
cc: Janes B. 
Subject: 


J. Pow* — 

WrightdtfMft 
Conp tine for last 


week 


Debbie ; 

I had the following Comp time last week; 

Monday 7/6 - 4 hours - Alexander case Transcript and Search estimates 
Tuesday 7/7 - 4 hours-Alexander case transcript and search estimate 
Thursday 7/9 - 1 hour - Mail 2 problem 

TOTAL 9 hours 

Later. . . Tony 


E 4021 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR; Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry/^ 
CREATION DATE/TIME : 14- JUL-1998 14:03:53.00 
SUBJECT:: Comp time for last weak 


TO: Deborah J. Pow ( CN-Deborah J. Pow, 
READ (UNKNOWN 


CC: James B. Wright ( CN= James B. Wright. 
READ: UNKNOWN 



TEXT: 

Debbie ; 

I had the following Comp time last week: 

Monday 7/6 - 4 hours - Alexano - case Transcript and Search estimates 
Tuesday 7/7 -'4 hours-Alexander case transcript and search estimate 
Thursday 7/9 - 1 hour - Mail 2 problem 

TOTAL 9 hours 

Later. . . Tony 


E 4018 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 


CREATOR : Lotus Pager Gateway ( Lotus Pager Gateway [ UNKNOWN ) ) 
CREATION DATE/TIME : 22-DEC-1998 11:03:56.00 


SUBJECT:: Re: Mail 2 problems under investigation (Sent to: ASHLEY L. RAINES [Pager]) 


TO: Berry M. Shay C CN*Barry M. Shay/^ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

To: 


CC : 


From : 
Date ; 
Time : 
Subject: 
Body : 


IST-MGMT-PAGER 
DANIEL (Pager) #HOLT 
ASHLEY L. (Pager) iRAINES 

Berry M. Shay 

12/22/1998 

10:59:21 

Mail 2 problems under investigation 


Priority : 


Message history for recipient ASHLEY L. RAINES [Pager] 

Tu**dAy 22 Dec 1998' 11:01:41 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 
Pager Gateway 

Tuesday 22 Dec 1998 11:02:41 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Paging Service 


E 4053 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 


CREATOR : Lotus Pager Gateway ( Lotus Pager Gateway [ UNKNOWN 3 ) 


CREATION DATE/TIME i22-DEC'I998 11:03=22.00 


SUBJECT:: Re: Mail 2 problems under investigation (Sent to; MARK (SKY) LINDSAY tPagerl) 


TO: Berry H. Shay C CN* Barry M. Shay 

READ UttiX MOWN 


TEXT: 

*«< «*=.*■*,«• IST»M0MT-PAGER 

DANIEL (Pager) BHOIT 
ASHLEY L. (Pager) BRAINES 

ect 

Front: Barry M. Shay 

Date = 12/22V1998 

Tima: 10.59:21 

Subject: Nail 2 problems under investigation 

Body: 


Priority: ^ 

Message history for recipient MARK (SKY) LINDSAY ( Pager J 

Tuesday 22 Dec 1998 11:00:50 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Pager Gateway 

Tuesday a ?£*!lec l9f1T~’i'lj02:Oa Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 
Paging Service 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Lotus Pager Getaway f lotus Pager Gateway l UNKNOWN 3 > 


CREATION DATE/T1ME: 22-DEC- 1998 11:03:23.00 


SUBJECT:: Re: Mail 2 problems under investigation <Sent to: SHERYL (SKY) MALI (Pagerl) 


TO i Berry M. 
REAS {UNKNOWN 


Shey < CN-Berry M. Shey/J 


) 


TEXT: 


*Ot 

cer 

- •••----IST»*eKT-PA8£R 

DANIEL (Pager) BH0LT 

ASHLEY L. (Pager) iRAINES 

From; 

Berry M . Shay 

Date : 

12/22/1998 

Ti»a; 

10.59:21 

Subject : 
Body: 

Mail 2 problems under investigation 


Priority: 

Massage history for recipient SHERYL (SKY) HALL [Pager] 

Tuesday 22 Dec 1998 11:00:50 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Pager Gateway 

Tu?s4ey ~"t£i*BC !9*91T 11:91:35 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 
Paging Service 


E 4004 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR : Berry M. Shay { CN=Barry H. Shay/® 

CREATION DATE/TIHE : 22-DEC-1998 11:00:03.00 

SUBJECT:: Mail 2 problems under investigation 

TOsSandip M. Sherma C CN«Sandip M. Sbarma/® 

READ > UNKNOWN 

fO: James A. Smith Sr, ( CN=» James A. Smith Sr./® 
READ. UNKNOWN 

TO: Barry M. Shay < CN=Barry M. Shay/® 

READ: UNKNOWN 

T0:5hawna L. Morris ( CN=Shawna L. Morris/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO: Todd B. Dawson ( CN*Todd B. Dawson/® 

READ: UN K NOWN , 


T«r»»y E.'Chasez < CN»Roy E. Chasez/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 


T0:Dorothy E. Schott ( CN=Dorothy E. Schott/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TOtWilliam H. VanHorn C CN=William H. VanHorn/1 

READ:0NKHWrtr- 


TO: Conrad J. Ribeiro ( CN=Conrad J. Ribeiro. 

READ ; UNKNOWN 


TO: Bryan A. Reese III C CN*Bryan A. Reese III/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: Sheryl L. Hall ( CN=Sheryl L. Hal 1/1 

READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: Joseph A. Vasta < CN= Joseph A. Vasts/ 1 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: James B. Wright ( CN= James B. Wright/® 
READ : UNKNOWN 


TO: Robert E. Whiteman C CN=Robert E. Whiteman/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 


T0:EOPDC Operations ( CN=E0PDC Operations/^ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO : Sharon L. Mitchell C CN«Sharon L. Mitchell/1 
READ : UNKNOWN 


TO: Mark F. Lindsay C CN=Mark F. Lindsay A 
READ: UNKNOWN 


T0:Karl H. Heissrer < CN^.Karl H. Meissner/ 



E 4010 



991 


READ : UNKNOWN 

TO i Patrick L. Drenning < CN«Patrick L. Drenning/ 
READ; UNKNOWN 

TO: Dorothy Crumling ( CN=Dorothy Crumling/^MB 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO t Raul R. Cavazos ( CN»Raul R. Cavazos/^M^^ 
READ (UNKNOWN 

TO i Mark H. Bartholomew < CN=Mark H. Bartholomew/ 
READ : UNKNOWN 

TEXT. 

Rasource; Mail 2 a-aail users 
People affected: Mail 2 users 
Cause: Being investigated by Network group 


?«/!•*- *aSJ!aU 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: lotus Pager Gateway < Lotus Pager Gateway l UNKNOWN 1 ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 22-DEC-1998 11:03:2*. 00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Mail 2 problems under investigation (Sent to: EOPDC OPERATIONS TESTIN (SKY) [P 

TO: Berry M. Shay ( CN- Barry H. Shay/MM^HA ) 

READ (UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

To: IST-MGMT-PAGER 

DANIEL (Pager) *HDLT 
ASHLEY L. (Pager) iRAINES 
ec: 

From: Berry M. Shay 

Date: 12/22/1998 

Time: 10:59:21 

Subject: Mail 2 problems under investigation 

Body : 

■ viinnMMfH — ■ 


Priority:- 

Message history for recipient EOPDC OPERATIONS TESTIN (SKY) [Pager] 
Tuesday 22 Bee 1998 11:00:50 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Pager Gateway 

Tuesday 22 Dec 1998 11:01:33 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Paging Service 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 


CREATOR : Lotus Pager Gateway ( Lotus Pagar Gateway [ UNKNOWN ] ) 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 22 -DEC- 1998 11:04:38.00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Mail 2 problems under investigation (Sent to: JOE (M) VASTA {Pager]) 


TO: Barry M. Shay ( CN*=Barry M. Shay/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


) 


TEXT: 

To: IST-HGMT-PAGER 

DANIEL (Pager) tHOLT 
ASHLEY L. (Pager) BRAINES 


cct 
From : 
Date: 
Time : 
Subject : 
Body : 


Barry M. Shay 

12/22/1998 

10:59:21 

Mail 2 problems under investigation 


Priority: 

Message history for recipient JOE (M) VASTA [Pager] 

Tuesday 22 tie 19*8~'ll :02:16 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 
Pager Gateway 

Tuesday 22 Dec 1998 11:03:21 Eastern Standard Time - Message received by 

Paging Service 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR: Barry M. Shay ( CN-Barry M. Shay/ 
CREATION BATE/TIME: 22" DEC- 19 98 11:00:03.00 
SUBJECT:: Mail 2 problems under investigation 


TOiSandip M. Sharme ( CN«Sandip M. 5har«e/^*i 

READ t UNKNOWN 

TO: James A. Smith Sr. < CN= James A. Smith Sr./^l 
READ . UNKNOWN 

TO s Barry M. Shay ( CN= Barry M. Shay.^ 

READ : UNKNOWN 


TOsShawna L. Morris ( CN=Shawna L . Morris 

READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: Todd B. Dawson ( CN=Todd B. Dawson.^1 
BEAD: UN K NOWN ... 

Wrtey E.HBhesez < CN-Roy E. Cbasez/ 

READ: UNKNOWN 

TO; Dorothy E. Schott ( CN*Dorothy E. Schott/ 1 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO:Williaa H- VanHorn ( CN=William H. VanHorn 

READrUNKRWrtT’' 

TO : Conrad J. Ribeiro ( CN=Conrad J. Ribeiro/i 
READ : UNKNOWN 


TO : Bryan A. Reese III ( CN=Bryan A. Reese III/i 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: Sheryl L. Hall ( CN=Sheryl L. Hall 

READ : UNKNOWN 

TO: Joseph A. Vasta < CN= Joseph A. V«sta/< 
READ : UNKNOWN 

TO: James B. Wright ( CN=James B- Wright/I 
READ .-UNKNOWN 


TO : Robert E. Whiteman ( CN=Robert E. Whiteman/1 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TOsEOPDC Operations ( CN=E0PDC Operations/^® 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO: Sharon L. Mitchell ( CN=Sharon L. Mitchell/1 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO: Mark F. Lindsay ( CN=Mark F. Lindsay/^ 
READ : UNKNOWN 

T0:Karl H. Heissner ( CN^Karl H. Heissner/ 


WB> 
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READ: UNKNOWN 

TO i Patrick L. Drennina ( CN-Patrick L. Drennina/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO : Dorothy Crumlino ( CN=Dorothy Crumling/^BBB 
READ : UNKNOWN 

TO i Raul K. Cavazos C CN-Raul R. Cavazos-^tfBMI 
READ i UNKNOWN 

TOtMark H. Bartholomew ( CN=Mark H. Bartholomew/ 
READ; UNKNOWN 

TEXT t 

Resource: Hail 2 e-mail users 
People affected: Mail 2 users 
Cause: Beino investigated by Network group 


ZtatA SateM- — 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Daniel A. ( Daniel A. Barry 

CREATION DATE/TIME :2A-FEB-1999 07:22:58.00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

CC : Charles L. Sigmanfltf ( Charles L. Sigmanfl^HM^^M 
READ: UNKNOWN 



TEXT: 

Message Creation Date was at 24-FEB-1999 07:18:00 
Adam; 

I made 2 corrections to 2 of your bullet items. The corrections are in 

blue 

below . 

Also, No work has been uc * on the Mail 2 reconstruction as is stated in 
your 

bullet in red 

below. I would suggest you talk with Karl Heisner for a status. 


Mail 2 Raconstruction--Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand 

keyed into the 

E***ail *yate* as all capitals), some White House and OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Reconstruction has begun through periodic backup tapes. The estimated 
cost for 
this project 
is $602,000. 

All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction--Pursuant to the Armstrong litigation. 
75 * 

complete. Last 

25* to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so far is $A.5 
million . 

Estimated further 

cost for completion is $650,000. 



E 3824 




997 


RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Joseph G. Kouba ( CN=Joseph G. Kouba4 
CREATION DATE/TIME : 18-MAR- 1999 13:57:55.00 
SUBJECT:: FYI : Re : Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 


T0:Nellie W. Doering ( CN*Nellie W. Doering 
READ : UNKNOWN 


T0:Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN=Dorothy E. Cleal 
READ: UNKNOWN 


T0:Karl H. Heissner ( CN s Karl H. Meissner/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


T0:Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TOiChristina L. Vanf ossan ( CN=Christina L. Vanfossan/i 
READ; UNKNOWN 



fEXT: 

I am not sure if Kate sent this to you. Looks like MAIL 2 reconstruction 
is back on hold until some additional confirmation is received. 


Thanks . 
01:55 PM 


Forwarded by Joseph G. Kouba/OA/EOP on 03/18/99 


Catherine S. Anderson 
03/18/99 01:46:19 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To; Joseph 

cc : 
bcc : 

Subject : 


Re: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 


Joe: See changes below. As you will note, I deleted the last bullet 

until I confirm with Mike. 

Kate 


Joseph G. Kouba 
03/18/99 01:12:31 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 
cc : 

Subject : 


Catherine S. Anderson^ ___ 

See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 


E 3941 



This is to follow up on our discussion this morning regarding the 
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outstanding Armstrong Issues. The following is a list of updated 
information you wanted included in the talking points that will used in 
tha monthly analysis masting with Virginia 

We are awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $500K that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tape conversion, Mika Lyle is working with 0MB to resolve the transfer 

issue. 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $5Q0K NARA transfer is 
settled. 

1ST has a drafted a project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion, which 
will be aubaitted to NARA for review and comment. 


Thanks for ell your assistance. 


Message Copied 

M$SW~ir“lyi. 

Dpniel A. Barry/1 
Nellie W. Doering. 

Karl H. Heissner/j 
Christina L. V»nfossan/(| 
Dorothy €. Cteel/^BMMb 



E 3942 
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Jostpfc C. Konfea 
Record Type: Record 
To; See the distribution fist at tie bottom of this message 
Subject FYfrRe; Armstrong Talking Points for 3/1 9 

I am not sure if Kate sent this to you. Looks like MAIL 2 reconstruction is back on hold until some 
additional confirmation Is received. 

Thanks. 

*— **- •— Forwarded by Joseph C. Koufca/^B® on 03/18/9901:55 PM 


Catherine S. Anderson 


A 03/18/99 OI:46:19PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Joseph G. Kouba/MBB* 

CCJ 

bCC: 

Subject; Re: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/ 1 9 

Joe: See changes below. As you will note, I deleted the last bullet until I confirm with Hike. 
Kate 

Joseph G. Kouba 


'\l112X2xL Joseph C - Kouba 03/18/99 01:12:31 PH 

Record Type: Record 

To: Catherine S. Anderscn/'4HHh 

ccj See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject- Armstrong Talking Points for 3/1 9 

This is to follow up on our discussion this morning regarding the outstanding Armstrong Issues. The following 
is a list of updated information you wanted included in the talking points that will used in the monthly analysis 
meeting with Virginia 

• We are awaiting word from 0M8 on the status of the $ 500K that might be transferred from NARA to 

the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with OMB to 
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resolve the transfer issue. 

* No determination on the use of Armstrong fends for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion w$ be made 
until the Issue of the $500K MARA transfer s settled. 

* 1ST has a drafted a project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion, which will be submitted to 
MARA for review and comment. 


Thanks for ail year assistance. 


Message Copied To: 


Daniel A. fiaW4MHB 
Nellie W. DcehRg/«*i 
Kart K. Helssier/4NflMi 
Christina L Vanfessan/^ 
Dorothy L Geat'flMH 


Message Sent To; 


Christina l- Yafifossaiu 
Dorothy L Qed/I 
Daniel A. Bartyh 
Nellie W. I>«rtT| 

Karl fi Heissner/I 



E 1SSS 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN=Dorothy E. 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 22-MAR- 1999 07:57:40.00 
SUBJECT:: FYI:Ra: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 

TO: Christina L. Vanfossan ( CN x Christina L. Vanf ossan/^^M^^^^^^^^^® 
READ: UNKNOWN 

JfL need to confer on this? Should we push Mike to get resolution? 

Forwarded by Dorothy E. Cleal/®^^^on 03/22/99 

07:57 AM 


Joseph G. Kouba 
03/18/99 01:58:07 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject: FYI:Re: Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 

r«W^Ot"sur*~if '1(»t«“**rrt this to you. Looks like MAIL 2 reconstruction 
is back on hold until some additional confirmation is received. 

I*? Forwarded by Joseph G. Kouba/®®® on 03/18/99 

01:55 PM 


Catherine S. Anderson 
03/18/99 01:46:19 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 
cc: 
bcc : 

Subject : 


Joseph G. Kouba/1 


Re: Armstrong Talking 


Points for 3/19 


Joe; See changes below. 4s you will note, I deleted the last bullet 
until I confirm with Mike. 

Kate 


Joseph G. Kouba 
03/18/99 01:12:31 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 

CC : 

Sub iect 


Catherine S. Anderson.^^^^^ 

See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
Armstrong Talking Points for 3/19 


E 3863 
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Thia i* to follow up on our discussion this morning regarding ths 
outstanding Armstrong Issues. The following is a list of updated 
information you wanted included in the talking points that will used in 
the monthly analysis meeting with Virginia 

We are awaiting word from 0MB on the status of tha 450QK that might ba 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with 0MB to resolve the transfer 
issue . 

Ho determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $5Q0K NARA transfer is 
settled. 

1ST has a drafted a project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion, which 
will be submitted to NARA f*»r review and comment. 


Thanks for all your assistance. 


Message Copied 
Tos 


Michael J. Lyls4HH9 
Daniel A. Barry 
Nellie V. Poerin gjgBIBl 

Christina t. Vanfo ssan^ 
Dorothy E. Cleal4BM0 


Message Sent 

To:. 


Christina L. Vanfossan/f 
Dorothy E. Cleal^BHHH 
Daniel A. Barry/ — | 
Nellie W. Doering/^BBI 

Karl H. HeissnerJ^BBI 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR :Christa Moyle ( CN=Christs Moyle/* 
CREATION DATE/TIME : 24-FEB-1999 13:04:08.00 


SUBJECT:: Re: Draft Haaring Preparation Paper 

TO: Adam F. Greenstone ( CH=Adam F. Greenstone/! 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT t 


PM 


Forwarded by Christa Moyle. 


on 02/24/99 01:04 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

02/24/99 07:18:19 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Adam F. Greenstone MB* 

ccs See the distribution list at the bottom of this massage 

Subject: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper 

Adam; 

I "MMta 2 corrections to 2 of your bullet items. The corrections are in 
blue below. 

Also, No work has been done on the Mail 2 reconstruction as is stated in 
your bullet in red 

below. I would suggest you talk with Karl Heisner for a status. 


Mail 2 Reconstruction- -Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications 
hand keyed into the 

E-mail system as all capitals), some White House end OPD e-mail was not 
captured in ARMS. 

Reconstruction has begun through periodic backup tapes. The estimated 
cost for this project 
is $602,000. 


All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction- -Pursuant to the Armstrong litigatio 
75X complete. Last 

25X to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so far is $4.5 
million. Estimated further 
cost for completion is $650,000. 

Message Copied 

To: 

James B. Wright/* — Ml 
Timothy L. Fullertf^HB* 

Terrence J. MisichJ*^^^ 
sigman_c 3 al 3 cc^^lngtwy 
Dorothy E . 

Christa Moyle/*HB^^I 
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RECORD TYPE-- FEDERAL {NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Joseph G. Kouba C CN=Josaph G. Kouba-^^PBI 

CREATION DATE/TIME » 18-MAR- 1999 13:12:15.00 

SUBJECT is Armstrong Talking Point* for 3/19 

TO: Catherine S. Anderson C CN=Catherine S. Anderson/® 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Dorothy E. Cleal < CN'Dorothy E, Claal/flMBMBi 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CCsKarl H. Heissner < CN=Karl H. Heissner/®*|^M* 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Daniel A, Barry C CN=Baniel A, Barry /MHHBBBHI 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Christina L. Vanfoss an ( CN=Christina L. Vanfossan. 
READ; UNKNOWN 

CC: Nell is W. Doering C CN= Nellie W. Doering /«■■■■■ 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Michael J. Lyle ( CN*Michael J. Lyle/tBBBMBB®® 
READ: UNKNOWN 


I ca i : 

This is to follow up on our discussion this morning regarding the 
outstanding Armstrong Issues. The following is a list of updated 
information you wanted included in the talking points that will used in 
the monthly analysis meeting with Virginia 

We are awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $5D0K that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARHS/NARA 
tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with 0MB to resolve the transfer 
issue . 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $5D0K NARA transfer is 
settled . 

1ST has a draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured funding. 

The General Counsel has determined that Armstrong funding can be used for 
the MAIL 2 reconstruction project. 1ST is implementing the first steps Qf 
this project. 


IS ) 
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Thanks for all your assistance. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES NAIL) 


CREATOR : Joseph S. Kouba ( CN- Joseph G. Kouba/4® 


CREATION DATE/TIME ; ZO-APR-1999 15:10:36.00 


SUBJECT? s Armstrong? Talking? Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow, Wed, 4/21 

TO: Catherine S. Anderson ( CN*Catherine S. Anderson/^MBBBBBWBWPWMBBPI 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

Sorry, forgot to include you, 

*- - Forwarded by Joseph G. Kouba^MHflP^on 04/20/99 

03:09 PM 


Joseph S Kouba 
04/20/99 02:56:37 PM 
Record Type: Record 


,J9 . 


To: Dorothy E. Cleal/OA/EOP , Karl H. Keissner^flMiV Daniel A. 

Barry/<ttMHfc Nellie W. Doering4HHMfc 
cc: Christina L. Vsnf ossan4HHHk 

Subject: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorr 

Wed, 4/21 


The following ere the prooosed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
meeting with Virginia Apuzzo. The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia’s office by COB, 4/21. 


Please reveiw, comment, add or delete informaiton, and return to me. This 
draft is based on my conversations with Karls Heissner and Tony Barry. I 
hope it is accurate. 

7. Armstrong Account 

0A Available Balance $981 

NSC Available Balance 1,300 

USTR Available Balance 

11 

TOTAL 

$2,292 

ARMS/NARA Tape Conversion: 

0A is awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $5O0K that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with 0MB to accomplish the 
transfer. 


No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $5D0K NARA transfer is 
settled. 


£ 3820 


1ST has a draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured funding. If no determination 
is made before the end of the Clinton Administration, OA will be unable to 
transfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 
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NAXi.2 Reconstruction; 

Phase Is 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is proparly 

records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
individuals whose name begins with D. 

Phase 2 : Need to make legal determination that reconstruction is 

required by the court case and that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 

Current status} 1ST is working on phase 1. No current action on 
phase 2. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 
CREATOR: Joseph 6. Kouba ( 


CREATION DATE/TIME : 20- APR -1999 1^:57:00.00 


SUBJECT r : Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. Wad, 


TO: Nellie *; Doering ( 
READ .UNKNOWN 


T0:Karl H. Meissner ( i 
READ iUNKNOWN 


TO: Daniel A. Barry ( ( 
READtUNKNOWN 


f ) 


A/21 


TOtDorothy E. .deal ( 

BEAD i UNKHOWH ...... _ 

CC« Christina L. Vanfossan ( 

READ : UNKNOWN 

IE***--- 

Tha following are the proposed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
nesting with Virginia Apuzzo . The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia's office by COB, A/Zl . 



k l*»*a reveiW 4 r"tMJiWwf1t‘V "add or delete informaiton, and return to me. This 
’ — draft is based on my conversations with Karls Meissner and Tony Barry. I 
hope it in'--accurate i . ! 


7. Armstrong Account 

0A Available Balance $9B1 

NSC Available Balance 1,300 

USTR Available Balance 

^ J 

TOTAL 

$2,292 

ARMS/NARA Tape Conversion: 

OA is awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $500K that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with 0MB to accomplish the 
transfer. 


No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $500K NARA transfer is 
settled . 

1ST has a draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured funding. If no determination 
s made before the end of the Clinton Administration, 0A will be unable to 
.ransfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 

E 3952 

MAILZ Reconstruction: 

Phase 1: 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
•i nHi v-iHual s whose name bonins with D. 
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Phase 2: Need to make legal determination that reconstruction is 

required fay the court case and that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 

Current status: 1ST is working on phase 1. He current action on 
phase 2. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Dorothy E. Claal £ CN=Dorothy E. Cleal/1 
CREATION DATE/TIME :2B-APR- 1999 15:02:32.00 

SUBJECT: : Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow, Wod, 9/21 


TO: Michael J, Lyle ( CN^Hichael J. Lyle/1 
READ UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

The FMD folks will be brief ing Virginia on a number of projects, The 
attach is a list of things that fall under ISST that- they era asking us to 
confirm for accuracy. There are soma items that currently fall under the 
QGC purview. Just wanted you to be aware of these in the event Virginia 
asks you about the status of these issues. Dottie 

Forwarded by Dorothy E. Cleal/pHH^ 00 ®*’ /, 2Q/99 


02:59 PM 


Joseph S. Kouba 
09/20/99 02:56:37 PM 
Record Type: Record 


Karl H. Beissner/| 


Daniel A. 


To: Dorothy E. Cleal/B 

Nellie W. Doering /— I P 
ccs Christina L. Vanf ossan/pBBP 

Subject: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow, 

Wed, 9/21 


The following are the proposed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
meeting with Virginia Apuzzo. The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia’s office by COB, 9/21. 

Please reveiw, comment, add or delete informaiton, and return to me. This 
draft is based on my conversations with Karls Heissner and Tony Barry. I 
hope it is accurate. 


7. Armstrong Account 

0A Available Balance 
NSC Available Balance 
USTR Available Balance 

TOTAL 

$2,292 


$981 

1,300 


E 3846 


ARMS/NARA Tape Conversion: 

OA is awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $50QK that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tape conversion. Mike Lyle is working with CMB to accomplish the 
transfer. 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $5flOK NARA transfer is 
settled . 


| exhibit 
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1ST has a draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured f undine ■ It no determinant ion 
is made before the end of the Clinton Administration, 0A will be unable to 
transfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 

f^MAILZ Reconstruction: 

Phase Is 1ST is working to ensure that ell e-mail is properly 

I records manaB*d. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
-v. individuals whose name begins with D, 

Phese 2: Need to make legal determination that reconstruction is 

required by the court case and that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 

Current status: 1ST is working on phase 1, No current action on 
phase Z. 
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RECORD TYPE s FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 


CREATOR i Karl H. Meissner ( CN*Karl H. Meissner/^ 

CREATION DAT E/TIME: 20 -APR *1999 15:51:01.00 

SUBJECT;: Ret Armstrong Talkine Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. Wed, A/21 


TO: Joseph 6. Kouba ( CN*Joseph 6. Kouba4i 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT : 

Suasasted changes <in blue)? 

Phase Is 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

records managed. Currant problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
individuals whose first name begins with D. 

Phase 2: OA Counsel needs to make the legal determination that 

reconstruction of the relatively small percentage of incoming e-nail not 
properly records managed during the past 2-3 years is required by the 
court case and that funding this work is is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds . 


Joseph G. Kouba 
04/20/99 92:56: 37 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: Dorothy E. Cieal4^MH, Karl K. HeissnerflHBBf/ Daniel A. 

Barry/flHHV- Nellie W. Doering^BBf 
cc: Christina L. Vanf ossan/£HBMf 

Subject: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. 

Wed, 4/21 


The following are the proposed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
meeting with Virginia Apuzzo. The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia's office by COB, 4/21. 

Please reveiw, comment, add or delete informaiton, and return to me. This 
draft is based on my conversations with Karls Meissner and Tony Barry. I 
hope it is accurate. 

7 , Armstrong Account 

0A Available Balance 
N5C Available Balance 
U5TR Available Balance 

TOTAL 

$2,29Z 

ARMS/NARA Tape Conversion: 

DA i * awaitina word from 0MB oi 


$981 

1,300 
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transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/NARA 
tap* conversion. Mika tyle is working with OMB to accomplish the 
transfer. 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $500K NARA transfer is 
settled. 

1ST hes e draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion end will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured funding. If no determination 
is made before the end of the Clinton Administration, 0A will be unable to 
transfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 

MAIL2 Reconstructions 

fhase Is 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-nail to 
individuals whose name begins with D. 

Phase 2: *Neetf to make i • jal determination that reconstruction is 

required by the court case end that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 

funds . 

Current statues I$T is working on phase 1, No current action on 
phase 2. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR tKari H. H*issn®r ( CN=Karl H. 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 21 -APR -199 9 11:06:11.08 

SUBJECT: * R*: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow, Wed, 9/21 

TO: Dorothy E, Cleal ( CN=Dorothy E. ClealMMMflHMHflHHHMHfe 5 

READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Charles l. Sigman ( CN=Charles L. Sigman/MHBHHHBMHHRMi } 3 
READ rUNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

My recommended changes, sent to Joe Kuba yesterday afternoon and 
highlighted in blue, apparently weren’t incorporated in the document. 

I -IH oversight, it ought to be corrected. 

If it’s planned, it’s OK with me -* no big deal -- 

Karl 


Forwarded by Karl H. Heissner/I 


Karl H. Meissner 
09/20/99 03:50:58 PM 
Record Type; Record 

To: Joseph 6. Kouba4MHHNI 

cc; 

bees Records Management 

Subject: Ra: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon 

tomorrow. Wed, 9/21 

Suggested changes (in blue): 

Phase Is 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
individuals whose first name begins with D- 

Phase 2: 0A Counsel needs to make the legal determination that 

reconstruction of the relatively small percentage of incoming e-mail not 
properly records managed during the past 2-3 years is required by the 
court case and that funding this work is is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 


E 3857 
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04/20/99 02:56:37 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To? Dorothy E. Cl ealMMMR Karl H. HeissnerJHMlR Daniel A. 

3arry/4HMfc, Nellie W. Doering 

cc: Christina L. Vanfossan^BBP 

Subject? Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. 

Wed, 4/21 


The following are the proposed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
meeting with Virginia Apuzzo. The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia’s office by COS, A/21. 

Please reveiw, comment, add or delate informaiton, and return to me. This 
draft is based on my conversations with Karls Meissner and Tony Barry. I 
hope it is accurate. 


7. Armstrong Account 

QA Available Balance S981 

NSC Available Balance 1,303 

U5TR Available Balance 

• ii 

TOTAL 

♦2,292 

ARMS/NARA Tape Conversion: 

0A i* a wi ’t iny ww e rd from 0MB on the status of the $500K that might be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARMS/MARA 
tape conversion. Nike Lyle is working with QMB to accomplish the 
transf er . 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARMS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $500K NARA transfer is 
settled. 

1ST has a draft project plan for the ARHS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once the General Counsel has secured funding. If no determination 
is made before the end of the Clinton Administration, 0A will be unable to 
transfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 


MAIL 2 Reconstruction; 

Phase 1? 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to 
individuals whose name begins with D. 

Phase 2; Need to make legal determination that reconstruction is 

required by the court case and that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 


Current status: 1ST is working on phase 1. No current action on 
phase 2. 


E 385S 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR; Danin I A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry* 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 20- NOV- 1998 07:02:09.00 

SUBJECT:: Waakiy for 11/20/98 

TO i Christa Moyla < CN«Christa Moyle/i 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO : Jamas B. Wright ( CN* Jamas B. Wright/i 
READ i UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

E-mail r a construction activity 

I attended the weekly E-mail reconstruction status meeting this week. 
Issue* diacussad related to the schedule for completion of the weeklies. 
I also raised iOsues regarding operations staff failing to follow 
procedures on this project. This is not the first time this has been 
fr fiounh t t y | ^tt^ption of NG. I have documented all occurrences in 
E-mail to the contractor. 


ARMS activity 

I moved several months worth of ARMS data into the ARMS data warehouse to 
make room for current records. The ARMS data warehouse is currently at 
10QX of capacity and I am currently making plans to install 2 of the 6 
drives thif¥^wa recently purchased. This measure will allow us to proceed 
with atoring ARMS data until the large disk purchase is made. 

I continued to work with procurement on purchasing the additional disk 
storage space for the ARMS data warehouse. Final responses from potential 
vendors are due in by 11/23/98. Before we issue a purchase order we will 
probably verify the list of items to be purchased with DEC personnel to 
insure compatibility with the existing hardware. 

As a result »f • mandatory staff meeting, I have been tasked with project 
management for ARMS and the VAX platform Y2K associated projects, I have 
coordinated with MS VAX management staff to insure that we are following 
the Y2K guidelines for moving the projects forward and I have begun 
working on a statement of work for the ARMS system to give to contractor 
staff coming in to perform the necessary renovations. 

Additional activities 


I delivered the PROFS output tapes to NARA this week. I prepared a data 
turnover document prior to the delivery and I incorporated comments for 0A 
Counsel's office (Kate Anderson) as well as D0J Counsel (Jason Baron) and 
ISST management (Jim Wright). The memo gives NARA until Dec A (3 weeks) 
to comment on the tapes and accept them. This will mark the end of the 
project. At this point we will move the IBM 4341 (PROFS Platform) out of 
the Data center. 

I called a meeting with Karl Heissner.NG and Sheryl Hall to discuss the 
MAIL 2 issue and to agree on whose responsibility the project is. At the 
meeting is was agreed that project management responsibility lies with 
Karl Meissner (SID group) and that I would be involved in the project from 
a technical perspective to insure that ALL the data gets to ARMS in an 
acceptible format. 

I am continuing to work with NG staff to get the issue of the MAIL2 
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backups resolved. This problem has been brewing for sortie -time and it has 
held up the phase 1 fix (Stop the bleeding) on the mail 2 server for 2 
months how. Project management responsibility for phase Z and 3 of the 
MAIt. 2 problem has been given to Karl Heissner as an outcome of a meeting 
held on 11/16/98 between N3, Karl and myself. Joe Vasta is to provide 
minutes of this meeting to all involved. 

Contract Issues: 

I will attend the weekly CQTR/CO/NG meeting this week. (Moved from 
Wednesday to Friday by CO) 


Data center operations: 

I Attended all of the morning operations meetings this week and chaired 2 
of them ir* the absence of Jam Wright. 


Planned Activ ities fo r next week s 

3 have vacation planned for Friday of next week and Thursday is the 
Thanksgiving holiday. 


E 4008 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR; Christa Moyle C CN= Christa 
CREATION DATE/TIME; 20 -NOV- 1998 16:20:30.00 
SUBJECT :: Weekly for 11/20/98 


TQ: Dorothy E. Schott C CN*Dorothy E, Schott/0 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 


PM 


Forwarded by Christa Moyl«4 


on 11/20/98 04:20 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

11/20/98 07:01:01 AM 
Record Type: Record 

Tot James B. Wright/SHH^ Christa Moyle/flNH) 

CCf 

Subject; Weekly for 11/20/98 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

I attended the weekly E-mail reconstruction status meeting this week. 
Issues discussed related to the schedule for completion of the weeklies. 
I also raised issues regarding operations staff failing to follow 
procedures on this project. This is not the first time this has been 
brought to the attention of NG. I have documented all occurrences in 
E-mail to the contractor. 


ARMS activity 

I moved several months worth of ARMS data into the ARMS data warehouse to 
make room for current records. The ARMS data warehouse is currently at 
10QX of capacity and I am currently making plans to install 2 of the 6 
drives that we recently purchased. This measure will allow us to proceed 
with storing ARMS data until the large disk purchase is made. 

I continued to work with procurement on purchasing the additional disk 
storage space for the ARMS data warehouse. Final responses from potential 
vendors are due in by 11/23/98. Before we issue a purchase order we will 
probably verify the list of items to be purchased with DEC personnel to 
insure compatibility with the existing hardware. 

As a result of a mandetory staff meeting, I have been tasked with project 
management for ARMS and the VAX platform Y2K associated projects. I have 
coordinated with NG VAX management staff to insure that we are following 
the Y2K guidelines for moving the projects forward and I have begun 
working on a statement of work for the ARMS system to give to contractor 
staff coming in to perform the necessary renovations. 

Additional activities 

I delivered the PROFS output tapes to NARA this week. I prepared a data 
turnover document prior to the delivery and I incorporated comments for OA 
Counsel's office (Kate Anderson) as well as DQJ Counsel (Jason Baron) and 
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IS&T management (Jim Wright). The memo gives NARA until Dec 4 (3 weeks) 
to comment on the tapes end accept them. This will mark the end of the 
project. At this point we will move the IBM $341 (PROFS Platform) out of 
the Data center. 

I called a meeting with Karl Meissner, NG and Sheryl Hall to discuss the 
MAH 2 issue and to agree on whose responsibility the project is. At the 
meeting is was agreed that project management responsibility lies with 
Karl Heisener (SID group) and that I would be involved in the project from 
m technical perspective to insure that ALL the data gets to ARMS in en 
acceptable format. 

I am continuing to work with NS staff to get the issue of the HAIL2 
#arekups resolved- This problem has been brewing for some time and it has 
held up the phpsa 1 fix (Stop the bleeding) on the mail 2 server for 2 
months now. Project management responsibility for phase 2 and 3 of the 
MAIL 2 problem has been given to Karl Meissner as an outcome of a meeting 
held on 11/16/98 between NG, Karl and myself. Joe Vasta is to provide 
minutes of this meeting to all involved. 

Contract Issues: 

1 Wil l attend the weekly COTR/CO/NG meeting this week. (Moved from 
Wednesday to Friday by CO) 


Data center operations: 

1 Attended all of the morning operations meetings this week and chaired 2 
of them in the absence of Jim Wright . 


Planned Activities for next week: 

I have vacation planned for Friday of next week and Thursday is the 
Thanksgiving holiday. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR :Karl H. Heissner ( CN=Karl H. Heissner ^ 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 3-MAR-1999 13:26:3 a. 00 
SUBJECT:: Re: Project X 

TOtWilliam H. VanHorn ( CN»William H. ] ) 

READ : UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

First of all, thare is no "Project X.” 

I believe you are referring to the "Mail2 Records Reconstruction Project." 


So long as you can restore the data contained on the server being removed, 
there should be no problem. 


William H. VanHorn 
03/03/99 11:55:38 AM 
Record Type: Record 



Subject: Re: Project X 


Karl, 

At some point, certain mail files on the MAIL2 server were not 
being records managed, this problem has been corrected, but there may be a 
reconstruction project of the MAIL2 system at some point that would go 
back and records manage the mail files that were missed. If this 
explanation does not clarify, please speak with John Spriggs or Tony Barry 
as they know the particulars. 

Regards, 

Bill 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Christa Moyle ( CN=Christa Moyle/^ 

CREATION DATE/TIME: B-JAN-1999 09:51:55.00 

SUBJECT:: Re: Meetinfl re Project X 

TO: Dorothy E. Schott ( CN=Dorothy E. Schott^ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

What is the reel name? 


Dorothy E. Sehoir" 
01/08/99 09:49:21 AM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 


Christa Moyle. 
Daniel A. Bepry; 


I, Karl H. HeissnerJ 


Ret Meetino re Project X 


We need to call this project by its real name so no more project x 

please. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Karl H. Heissner ( CN=Karl H. Heissnar ) 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 8-JAN-1999 12:40:26.00 
SUBJECT:: Re: Meeting re Project X 

TOtDorothy E. Schott C CN=Dorothy E. ) 

READ: UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

Thank you! 

The proper nomenclature is: Notes/ARMS Interface Failure 


Dorothy E. Schott 
01/08/99 09:49:21 AM 
Record Type: Record 


Christa Moyle/fll 
Daniel A. Barry.| 


i James B. Wright/j 


1 Karl H. Heissner4 


Re: Meeting re Project X 


We need to cell this project by its real name so no more project x 

please . 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR :Kath leen K. Gallant ( CN=Kathleen K. Gal lan ] > 

CREATION DATE/TIME :25-SEP-1998 15:19:39.00 


SUBJECT:: Re: Concerned 

TO i Daniel A. Barry ( CN*Daniel A. Barry 
READ: UNKNOWN 


CC: James B. Wriflht ( CN= James B. Wright 
READ: UNKNOWN 




TEXT: 

1 had a meeting with Joe Vasta, Logicon PM, John Spriggs, and Jim Webster 
yesterday morning regarding this very subject. I just had not had a 
chance to share with all the outcome of the meeting. 

The Notes Anomaly team met ano have come up with a strategy. It's a two 
phase approach basically. 

They first will back-up Mail 2 using a DLT tape drive that they can verify 
as it writes. Then they will execute the Notes agent changes to change 
•11 the ids looking for Mail2 to MAIL2, then they will delete the 
unrecorded messages. This will get the un-Armed messages off of Mail2 and 
opto the recovery server. From that point forward - line in the sand - 
the mail will all be Arms managed properly. 

As the second phase - Reconstruction of the unmanaged files from the Mail 

2 server as well as any tape reconstruction - NG has to prepare an IWD far 
that work along with the other Notes/Arms work that needs to be done. 

Contracts is aware of the whole mess, and supports the creation of the IWO 
to clarify what is to be done and when. 

Please - no jumping out the window - - it’s not necessary!!! 

Kathy 


^ 4062 

DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

09/25/9B 08:59:14 AM 


Record Type: Record 
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It has been about 2 week since I sent my last "concerned memo" regarding 
the mai 12 problem and I am still not seeing any movement on fixing the 
problem. I need to know, for my own sanity, exactly what my role in this 
project should be. My take all along has been that I am the recipient of 
the data so that my involvement is to make sure that whatever data is sent 
to me is in compliance with the Records management guidelines and ARMS. I 
do not and have not considered myself the driver of the project. However I 
am not sure who the driver of the project is since anyone involved in that 
capacity has left. 

Can you please clarify this for me so that we are all on the same 
wavelength. 

Thanks. 

Later . . . Tony 
Later . . . Tony 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : James B. Wright ( CN* James B. Wright/1 
CREATION DATE/TIME ; 25-SEP-1998 16:36:51.00 
SUBJECT;; Re: Concerned 

TO : Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry ^■■1 
READ; UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

My only knowledge at this time is that NG will not proceed without direct 
specifications from the government. I don’t what Dale plans to do about 
this. But I suppose that IS&T needs to start the ball by provide NG with 
direction . 


DANIEL A. 

BASKY 

09/25/98 08:59:14 AM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Kathleen K. Gallant,^fl^Bfc James B. Wright 

cc : 

Subject: Concerned 

Jim, Kathy; 

It has been about 2 week since I sent my last "concerned memo" regarding 
the mail2 problem and I am still not seeing any movement on fixing the 
problem. I need to know, for my own sanity, exactly what my role in this 
project should be. My take all along has been that I am the recipient of 
the data so that my involvement is to make sure that whatever data is sent 
to me is in compliance with the Records management guidelines and ARMS. I 
do not and have not considered myself the driver of the project. However I 
am not sure who the driver of the project is since anyone involved in that 
capacity has left. 

Can you please clarify this for me so that we are all on the same 
wavelength . 

Thanks . 

Later . . . Tony 
Later . . . Tony 


- EXHIBIT^ 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Michaal E. Ritter ( CN=Michael E. Ritter 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 2-DEC-1999 08:19:36.00 
SUBJECT:: Daily Tasks 12/2 

TO: Howard M. Sparks ( CN-Howard M. Sparks/^PWBMBI^^BBBBi^^^) 

READ : UNKNOWN 

CC: Bryan A, Reese III ( CN=Bryan A. Reese III/flHHiHHBHHI) 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC:Albert F. Leister Jr ( CN=Albert F. Leister 

READ: UNKNOWN 

CC:Daniel A. Barry ( CN s Danial A. BarryJBHHPMHMi ) 

READ i UNKNOWN 

TEXT: 

As of 0800 Thursday. . . 

I an able to access the MacAfee Help Desk system. . 

MHD Tickets: 74 Total 
Trouble Tickets: 49 
oa-65: 25 


0A/0VP 12/15 
OttB 16/4 
OTHER 6/2 

These tickets include trouble calls and 0A-65's 

Tickets are being priortized as follows: 

CSG Determined emergencies, then... 

1. System Outages 

2. Work Station Outage 

3. Degraded Performance (hardware, software etc...) 

4. OA-65's (Move/add/change) 


Issue : 

As of 1630 on 11/30, Backup 1 had still not completed the daily B/U from 
11/29. B/U 5 is also running very slowly. We are drawing up new flow 
diagrams that show the data path to the backup servers and indicate the 
speed available. Initial indicators are that the Mail 3 server requires 
NIC change (all other servers being backed up on BUI are at normal speed 
Mail3 is going very slow) . Options for Mail2 problems are still under 
consideration, but the re-installation of service pack 4 seems a likely 
place to start. Both solutions will require some down time for 
maintenance . 

Subnet 119: Fiber work is required due to incompatible connectors. 
Locating source for the purchase of compatible connectors. (Bryan, 
Jackson) 


E 3928 


Tasks: 

Install 100 palm pilots for WHO . . . IWO has been written and is in review by 
COTR 

Work on Haver build... in progress need to get w/users to complete 


- EXHIBIT 
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requirements (Burger) 

Develop new WHISDM push for Introspec (Burger > Terry) 

Remove excess cable from E0PDC...752 (as time allows) 

Working on BU5 with MailZ..done. Still unsuccessful!. Need down time to 
continue. Investigating alternatives. Request group meeting to discuss. 
(Wood) 

Work continues on for snl!9 for WHISDM. All servers are converted. 

Waiting on switch configuration. (Dupuis) 

Working with Bryan Reese on WINS/DHCP issues.. J. Wood 
WRQ is on. License metering is off. (Terry) 

Rick Burger is working with Network Assoc, and MacAfee folks to fix Remote 
Control problems. 

May be building 12 pc's w/EOP load for ICC<latest word is A vice 12> 
(Dupuis) 

IWO for 26 pc's for IRC on 3rd floor awaiting sign off. (Dupuis) 

Feel free to set priorities on things you want us to complete first. 

Vour comments are welcome . . 

Eric 


3929 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR :Christina L. Vanfossan ( CN=Christina L. Vanfossan A 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 22-DEC- 1998 14:26:13.00 
SUBJECT:: FMD Weekly 


TO: Carol E. Ehrlich C CN-Carol E. Ehrlich/^ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


CC: Andris Kalnins ( CN=Andris Kalnins/fl 
READ t UNKNOWN 


CC: Wayne A. Jones ( CN=Wayne A. Jones/I 

READ x UNKNOWN 


CC: Lynne M. Winslow ( CN=Lynne M. Winslow/) 

READ : UNKNOWN 

CC : Sterling A. Washington C CN=-.erling A. Washington. 
gEAD: U N KNOWN 

BCC j budget ( budget [ 0MB } ) 

READ: UNKNOWN 



TEXT : 

FMS Upgrade Project - Representatives from FMD and 1ST briefed the 
Director's office on the justification for accepting the KPM6 cost 
proposal. Subsequent to the briefing, the Acting Director agreed to 
approve the pending requisition RCI9Q46 for $1,215,720. Procurement is 
performing the final review prior to award. 

FY 1998 0MB Year-end Actual Outlays - 0MB noted that their year end 
outlays were approximately 8 million less than they expected. Treasury 
did not reflect the payroll costs for several pay periods as being 
disbursed from OMB's account. These costs were correctly expanded on 
FMD 's books and a payable was recorded in order to reconcile to Treasury's 
Fund Balance. 

The Budget Review Division of 0MB felt that since the disbursement of 
funds was actually made prior to 9/30/98, Treasury should reflect the* 
disbursement in the Fund Balance column of the year end closing statement. 
This is required to accurately reflect the agency's outlays and eliminate 
the need to record a payable. 


FMD is aggressively working with the Department of Defense (EOP's payroll 
processing and reporting agency) and Treasury to determine the cause of 
the problem and to fix it. 0MB has asked us to investigate whether 
Treasury would be willing to restate their Fund Balance with Treasury for 
payroll costs which were not deducted from our appropriation at year 
end. The restatement effects cash balances and payable balances only. 

It does not have en effect on amounts recorded as expended in the 
accounting system. All year end accounting reports accurately reflect the 
EOP's payroll expenditures and properly reconcile to Fund Balance with 
Treasury at 9/30/98. 

Analysis of the Armstrong Resolution Account - Preparing an analysis of 
Armstrong funding that provides 0A with the resources to comply with the 
lawsuit Armstrong vs Executive Office of the President. This review will 


E 4005 
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include current resources available and actual liabilities. More 
important, it outlines potential projects 0A nay need to implement. 
Depending upon the project* implemented by 0A, an additional $6 million 
may need to be requested for Armstrong (less if funds are shifted from 
NSC). A preliminary review identified the following projects: ARMS tape 
conversion ($550 thousand). Rewrite Monitor Conversion ($200 thousand), 
MAIL 2 reconstruction ($1 million), and ARMS 2 ($3 to 5 million). 

FV 1995 Interagency Agreements CIAGs) - Progress has been made on 
completing the IASs thet provide reimbursement for OA's basic services. 

Out of 30 agreement*, 19 have been returned to FMD (11 coded to the 
accounting *y*t«m end 8 signed by the fund managers but needing various OA 
signatures). The remaining 11 agreements are moving through the 
procurement systems of customer agencies. 

Business Cards - Currently reviewing a recent CG Decision concerning the 
use of appropriated funds for business cards. The CS has issued an 
opinion that expands the authority to use official funds for business 
cards which in the past has been prohibited. 

Integ rit y. Ac t Report - The final version of the FMD Integrity Act report 
will be completed today. OA Reports have been received from all OA 
Divisions except General Services which is expected 12/23. Completed EOP 
Reports have been received from WHO, GNDCP, OSTP, NSC, and CEA. Remaining 
reports are scheduled for completion no later than 12/31. Assistance is 
being provided by FMD to all agencies for the timely completion of all 
reports. No problems are anticipated. 

U.S, Kids - 0A*S Deputy General Counsel had a discussion with DOJ’s 
General Counsel for Management on 12/22/98 as a follow-up on the status of 
DOJ agreeing to the proposed MOU to become a participating agency for U.S. 
Kids. The final wording for priority placement is being discussed. DOJ 
has indicated that they will sign the MOU, pending resolution of this 
final wording. 

VISA Program - Assistance was provided this week to EOP agencies on the 
use and the terms of the new VISA travel credit card. FMD encountered and 
resolved its first major problem. Dr. Lane, agency head for OSTP, was 
not able to use his card to make a telephone call while in travel status. 
We verified with U.S. Bank that there are no prohibitions on charging 
telephone calls to the travel card while in travel status. In the future, 
he will be able to make telephone calls using his VISA travel card. The i 
nformation was provided to OSTP. Although the cards have been active 
since December 1, no other problems have been experienced. 


E 4006 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : James B. Wright ( CN= James B. Wright/^ 
CREATION DATE/TIME :10 - SEP- 1998 14:02:27.00 
SUBJECT:: Re: Concerned 

TO: Daniel A. Barry ( CN»Daniel A. Barry /( 

READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

lets talk in the am. 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

09/10/98 07:58:36 AM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Kathleen K. Gal lant/flMHH» James B. Wright /§jj§^| 

cc: 

Subject: Concerned 

Kathy, Jim; 

I am growing increasingly concearned about the seeming lack of movement on 
the Mail2 problem. Do you know where the hold up is. We have known about 
this problem for 4 months now and not a single record has been passed to 
ARMS... even worse, the root problem has not been fixed. 

Let me know what you think. 

Later... Tony 


E 4009 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 10-JUL-1998 15:54:32.00 
SUBJECT: : Weekly for 7/10/98 


TO: Jamas B. 
READ: UNKNOWN 


Wright ( CN* James B. Wright/fl 


TEXT: 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

I attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week. 

I received the deliverable of Month 8 (November 1993) from the 
reconstruction project. I loaded the data into the Data Warehouse and 
loaded several of the ARMS and NARA tapes. I made random checks on the 
data and verified that all looks good. I also did a complete check on the 
tapes for* "month 8 and a randon checking on the tapes for Month A. I 
discovered that not all of the delivered tapes had been made write 
that this be done ASAP . I signed of on the 
deliverable for month 8. 

ARMS activity 

I coordinated the completion of the 2 WHO searches that I had started 
prior to going on vacation. Both of these searches involved a 2 phase 
search and I completed these and delivered the results this week. 

I put together estimates for 4 additional search requests this week also 
and began preparation work on getting these searches accomplished. Two of 
these searches were from CEQ, one from OSTP and one from WHO. 

We temporarly removed the conversion of WordPerfec attachments to text in 
the ARMS processing because the KeyPac utility was hanging in an infinate 
loop on most of the WP 6 documents. We are going to upgrade to the latest 
version as soon as it can be scheduled and tested. At the present time 
all non ASCII attachments are being hexified in the record. 

I received the tape scan listing report for the 173 NARA tapes that NARA 
requested we sample and read for their tape scan obligations under 
ARMSTRONG. I compared the listing report against that which NARA 
requested and found that there was no correlation between the tape listing 
given to us by NARA and that produced as a result of the tape scan. I 
coordinated with Bill Burkey to add in a column to the report containing 
the NARA location number to correct this discrepancy. I then contacted 
Bruce Ambacher of NARA and left a message with him that we had completed 
the report and I want to fax it to him (He is out of the office until 
7/14) . I will fax the report to him as soon as I hear from him. 

FAMCO Contract 

No activity to report 

Additional activities 

I spent about ID hours this week reading and marking up the transcript of 
my declaration in the ALEXANDER case. I faxed the pages that needed 
changing to Julia Feingold at DOJ and she is to submit the changes for 
inclusion into the final. 

I spend a considerable amount of time this week working on the MAIL 2 
problem. » 
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I put in th* following comp tin* this we k; 

Monday 7/6 - 4 hours - Alexander casa Transcript and Search estimates 
Tuesday 7/7 - A houra-Alexander casa transcript and search astimata 
Thursday 7/9 - 1 hour - Mail 2 problem 
I spent some time this week discussing the FAX IBM gateway that I 
developed for OMR several years ago. Apparently 0MB wants to replace its 
functionality on the NOTES side and has hired a contractor to accomplish 
this. I spok* with Randal Williams sbout the functionality. 

Planned Actiyijj.as for next weak: 


A020 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR: Daniel A. Barry C CN= Daniel A. Barry/* 
CREATION DATE/TIME :13-0CT- 1998 15:43:37.00 
SUBJECT:: ARMSTRONG Projects 


TO: Joseph G. Keuba ( CN* Joseph G. Kouba/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TDiJurg E. Hochuii ( CN=Jurg E. Hochuli 
READ: UNKNOWN 



TQrChristina L. 
READ: UNKNOWN 


Vanfossan C CN=Christina L. Vanfossan/^ 


TEXT: 

Chris 

Par our »aa-tins Iasi week . . . 

'"fftfrt ahe V’pflffiBff’VUt I can see happening in the near term that are not 
^UTttarvtly budgeted for. It is arguable whether or not ARMS II is on the 
books ??? 

Let me know if you naed any more info 

I will kaep this list up to date as I think of more stuff. 

Later... Tony 


1. ARMS TAPE CONVERSIONS 

The currant tapes that are produced from the ARMS system (Approx 500 per 
■onth) era not acceptable to NARA. Depending on the agreement we reach 
with NARA we may end up having to convert those tapes to a new format, the 
NARA format. 

This project would take approximately 6-9 months to accomplish, (2 people 
for 3 months doing software development and 1 person for 3 months 
performing the processing) 

There may be a requirement for additional hardware/sof tware 
Approximate cost $350,000 

This project would have to be initiated prior to Jan 1 2001 i.e. June 2000 


2. MONITOR FACILITY REWRITE 


The records management staff (Nell Doering) use a records monitor facility 
to review the EOP records on a regular basis for conformity to records 
management directives. This utility was developed in ALL-IN-1 and will 
have to be Moved to another platform if /when we turn off ALL-IN-1. 


Estimated cost: 

$ 200,000 


£ 4076 




3. PROJECT X (MAIL 2> RECONSTRUCTION 


Mail has to be recovered from Lotus backup tapes and place in ARMS 
Estimated cost $250,000 
*. ARMS II 

This project is the followon to the current ARMS system end would include; 
Increased storage,. Improved search capability and Intelligent record 

scheduling. 


Estimated cost $3-5 M 
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Dorothy £, Cleal 
03/17/99 03:11:47 PH 
Record Type: Record 


To: DeVer* R. 

cc: Nellie W. 


Patton/^ 

Doerino-^ 


Karl H. HeissnarJI 
| James B. Wrights 


Sigman^ 

Subject: 


Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


Charles L. 


Is this something that NG should be doing under the base contract or 
not? Please lei me soonest. Dottle Cleal 

— Forwarded by Dorothy E. Cl on 53/17/99 

03:10 PM - 


Nellie tf. Doering 
03/17/99 02:51:35 PH 
Record Type: Record 


To 

cc 


Dorothy E. Cleal^l 
James B. Wright4H 


Charles L. Sigman4 


bcc : 

Subject: Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 

Dottie: 

I received Chuck Sigman's memo on the cost. $20,000 will only hold us 
until MAY. 

The following is my understanding : (sorry this is so long) 


PROBLEM: 


The Server 2 Backup Tapes that were not records managed need to be 
restored and ultimately put into ARMS. These tapes have not been 
inventoried, documented, sampled, tested, or anything else according to 
Tony Barry. Consequently, all the servers are backed up on a regular 
basis and not recycled because it is one operation. 

Apparently Tony tried to do something about it some time ago and NG said 
it was too much work and they needed an IWQ, etc., etc.. Subsequently, 
the project was turned over to SID because it was determined to be a 

"lotus Notes" problem and not an "All-IN-1 problem. Sooooo as I 

understand it from Tony the backup tapes just keep piling up and now 

are a complete mess and a mounting problem, 


As long as the backup tapes keep piling up 


its costing money. 


It will cost money to do nothing. 


E 3837 


It will cost money to get the basics done on the Server 2 backup tapes 

that were not records managed backup tape inventory, documentation, 

labeling, etc. 


EXHIBIT 
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Eventually, it will cost money to restore the backup tapes that were not 
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records managed. 

SOLUTION: 

The time period that the Lotus Notes were not records managed needs to be 
examined to find out exactly hew many tapes are involved so it can be 
determined how Iona it will take to inventory, document, label, senpie, 
test, etc. them so we have an idea of how Iona it will take. 

(This should be determined either before we buy new tapes if possible, or 
before Hay — which means *20,0(30 must be spent now). 

It appears that SID (or whoever) needs to 1) instruct NS to separate the 
Server 2 Backup Tapes that were not records managed, and 2) further 
instruct NG to inventory, document, label, and anything else that needs to 
be done to them as soon as possible. Of course, these tapes need to be 
’'’secured'* so that they are easily identified as the Server 2 Backup Tapes 
that were not records managed and identified as a "Project" that needs to 
be completed before the ARHS/NARA Conversion Project gets to those "dates" 
involved. 

Once all of this is accomplished, (and verified by IS8T staff) the current 
6ackup trfftds should* Stef* -to be reddled on a normal schedule. The 
servers "lotus Notes" are the same as the VAX ”AIL-IN~1 M and should be 

recycled on a normal basis daily, weekly. This will eliminate the 

need to buy wore tapes. 

Plan for the restoration of these backup tapes — -- including funding 


ACTION: Punt!! SMILE!! 

Unfortunately, it looks like we need to stretch our resources once 
again. Tony seems to think that SID should make something happen. 

Perhaps they do not entirely understand the problem. Maybe SID, Jim 
W/Tony should meet and make a decision — at least about getting these 
tapes inventoried, documented, labeled, etc.. t would be happy to 
attend the meeting. At least by doing this much, the backup tapes could 
begin to be recycled on a normal basis and we would not need to continue 
to buy new ones. 

or ------- 

Keep buying tapes until the V2K problems are completed, Then concentrate 
on the problem(S). 

INACTION: The results of inaction now: ^ 

1. Continue to buy more backup tapes. At what cost?? 

2. Unnecessary backup tapes keep piling up. 

3. We still will not have an inventory, documentation, etc. of 

these backup tapes and is danger of loss and/or damage. 

A. If a solution to restoring the backup tapes is not resolved soon 

this information will not get into ARMS in time for the reconversion 

to the NARA format- 

5. This will probably mean a separate recovery project just for 

these backup tapes at a later time. Given it is getting close to 

transition -- - this is really not acceptable. 


3839 


Nell 
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I 5 , 5, Tony and 


ana Being to meet with Karl tomorrow on the subject of 
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restoration of the Server 2 backup tapes that were not records managed. 
I am forwarding him a copy of this memo so he knows about the other 
related problems. 


Dorothy E. Cleal 
03/16/99 02:36:20 PM 
Record Type; Record 


To; 

CC: 

Subject 


Charles L. Sigman/Mfli^ 

James 6. Wright/Ml^tf)* Nellie W. Doerirg4B 
Re; Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


What is our intended solution to this issue? Dottie Cleal 


E 3841 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR.’Karl H. Heissner ( CN^Karl H. Heissner/J 
CREATION DATE/TIME: IB- MAR -1 999 13:04:26.00 
SUBJECT t : Re: Coat of Tapas for Nail Backups 


T0:DaVar« R, Patton { CN«BeVere R. Patton, 
READ: UNKNOWN 


CC: Char las L. Sigmon ( CN=*Charles L. Sigman 
READ: UNKNOWN 


CC: Nellie W. Doarino ( CN=Nellie W. Doerino 
READ : UNKNOWN 


CC: Jamas B. Wright ( CN= James 3. Wright 

READ : UNKNOWN 


CC:Borothy E. Cleal ( CN^Dorothy E. Cleal 
READ « UNKNOWN 



TEXT j 

Oparations is not an araa under my purview, but I offer the following 
recommendation i 


After NG makes the determination that the Records Management process is 
working properly (see Tony's e-mail from today concerning what may be the 
continuation of the old Mail? problem on a smaller scale) and confirms 
that factj that they be asked to resume the re-cycling of backup tapes 
according to documented schedules and procedures by the Operations Manager 
while preserving backup MAIL2 server backup tapes created between 1998 and 
now ("now* to bo defined). 

Hope this helps. 


DeVere R. Patton 03/18/99 11:11:45 AM 


Record Type: Record 


To: Dorothy E. Cleal/flMHF 

cc: K arl H ■ Heissner^^HF Nellie W. Doering4 

Wright^MHb Charles L. Sigman^dl^^^ 

bcc: 

Subject: Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


E 3836 


From my understanding, this was a problem that NG inherited and (true to 
NG form) have done nothing but continue the practice. To answer your 
question, yes, it is something that NG should be doing under the base 
contract. However, once tapes have been inventored, documented, etc. only 
half of the problem will be solved. We will still have to purchase the 
backup tapes until the Government desides on procedures to implement a 
restoration plan. This is where my knowledge of the situation becomes 
shady. I believe the responsibility falls in Karl’s area and I understand 
he is having a meeting on the restoration project today. 
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DeVera R. Patton 05/18/99 11:11:45 AH 


Record Type: Record 


Dorothy E. Cleel4i 
Karl H. Heissner/4 


Nellie W. Doering4 


Charles L. Sigman/' 


bcc: 

Subjects Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


James B . 


From my understanding, this was a problem that NG inherited and (true to 
NG form) have done nothing but continue the practice. To answer your 
question, yes, it is something that NG should be doing under the base 
contract. However, once tapes have been inventored, documented, etc. only 
half of the problem will be solved. We will still have to purchase the 
backup tapes until the Government desides on procedures to implement a 
restoration plan. This is where my knowledge of the situation becomes 
shady. I believe the responsibility falls in Karl's area and 1 understand 
he is having a meeting on the restoration project today. 


Dorothy E. Cleal 
03/17/99 03:11:47 PM 
Record Type: Record 



Karl H. Heissnerei 
James B. Wright^ 


apes for Mail Backups 


Is this something that NG should be doing under the base contract or 
not? Please let me soonest. Dottie Cleal 

forwarded by Dorothy E. Cleal/OA/EOP on 03/17/99 


03:10 PM 


Nellie W. Doering 
03/17/99 02:51:36 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: Dorothy 
cc: James B 
bcc: 

Subject : 


E. Clea lJ— IP 

, Wright^MtfK Charles L. Sigman^B 
Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


Dottie; 
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I received Chuck Sigman's memo on the cost. $20,000 will only hold us 
until MAY. 


The following is my understanding: 


(sorry this is so long) 
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PROBLEM: 
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The Server 2 Backup Tapes that ware not records managed need to be 
restored end ultimately put into ARMS. These tapes have not been 
inventoried, documented, sampled, tested, or anything else according to 
Tony Barry. Consequently, all the servers are backed up on a regular 
basis and not recycled because it is one operation. 

Apparently Tony tried to do something about it some time ago and NS said 
it was too much work and they needed an XWO, etc., etc.. Subsequently, 
the project was turned over to SID because it was determined to be a 

"Lotus Notes" problem and not an "All-IN-l problem. Sooooo as I 

understand it from Tony the backup tapes just keep piling up and now 

ore a complete mess and a mounting problem. 

As long as the backup tapes keep piling up its costing money. 

It will cost money to do nothing. 

It will cost money to get the basics done on the Server 2 backup tapes 

that were not records managed backup tape inventory, documentation, 

labeling, etc. 

Eventually, it will cost money to restore the backup tapes that were not 
records managed. 

SOLUTION; 

The tine period that the lotus Notes were not records managed needs to be 
examined to find out exactly how many tapes are involved so it can be 
determined how long it will take to inventory, document, label, sample, 
test, etc. then so we have an idea of how long it will take. 

(This should be determined either before we buy new tapes if possible, or 
before May which means $20,000 must be spent now). 

It appears that SID (or whoever) needs to 1) instruct NG to separate the 
Server 2 Backup Tapes that were not records managed, and 2) further 
instruct NG to inventory, document, label, and anything else that needs to 
be done to them as soon as possible. Of course, these tapes need to be 
"secured" so that they are easily identified as the Server 2 Backup Tapes 
that were not records managed and identified as a "Project" that needs to 
be completed before the ARMS/NARA Conversion Project gets to those "dates" 
involved. 

Once all of this is accomplished, (and verified by IS8T staff) the current 
backup tapes should start to be recycled on a normal schedule. The 
servers "Lotus Notes" are the same as the VAX "ALL-IN-l" and should be 

recycled on a normal basis daily, weekly. This will eliminate the 

need to buy more tapes. 

Plan for the restoration of these backup tapes including funding. 

ACTION: Punt!! SMILE!! E 

Unfortunately, it looks like we need to stretch our resources once 
again. Tony seems to think that SID should make something happen . 

Perhaps they do not entirely understand the problem. Maybe SID, Jim 

W/Tony should meet and make a decision at least about getting these 

tapes inventoried, documented, labeled, etc.. I would be happy to 
attend the meeting. At least by doing this much, the backup tapes could 
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begin to be recycled on a normal basis and we would not need to continue 
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■to buy new ones. 

or 

Keep buying tapes until the Y2K problems are completed. Then concentrate 
on the problem(S). 

INACTION: The results of inaction now: 

1. Continue to buy more backup tapes. At what cost?? 

2. Unnecessary backup tapes keep piling up. 

3. We still will not have an inventory, documentation, etc. of 

these backup tapes and is danger of loss and/or damage. 

A, If a solution to restoring the backup tapes is not resolved soon 

this information will not get into ARMS in time for the 

reconversion to the NARA format. 

5. This will probably mean a separate recovery project just for 

these backup tapes at a later time. Given it is getting close to 

transition this is really not acceptable. 

Nell 

P.S. Tony end I are going to meet with Karl tomorrow on the subject of 
restoration of the Server 2 backup tapes that were not records managed. 

I am forwarding him a copy of this memo so he knows about the other 
related problems. 


Dorothy E, Cleal 
03/16/99 02:36:20 PH 
Record Type; Record 


To: Charles 
cc: James B. 
Subject: 


L. Siema nj^UB > 

Wright/flHM^ ' Nellie W. Doering/tf 
Re: Cost of Tapes for Mail Backups 


What is our intended solution to this issue? Dottie Cleal 


E 3S53 
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process so this problem did not happen asain. In December of 1998 a task 
was initiated to development a solid baseline of the LN/A8MS Interface 
software. This effort, once completed, will allow for future changes and 
fixes to be incorporated into the ARMS software. The task is being led by 
myself and the completion date of this task < baseline of LN/ARMS 
Interface) is projected by the end of April to mid May. Any fixes or 
modifications to the software will need to be scheduled after this date. 

What is the current status of the problem? 

Phase I 

John Spriggs end myself worked together in completing phase I. I worked 
on the software end of things, while John Spriggs worked and coordinated 
the hardware and of things. John Spriggs was the person responsible for 
running and monitoring this process. This phase was completed on 11/23/98. 
Phase I I 

John Spriggs submitted a proposal for Phase II. I am not aware of the 
status of this proposal. 

IN/ARMS baseline 

Still ongoing. Projected date of completion is by the end of April to mid 

May . 

What does N0 propose to correct the problem and when will it happen? 

Please see answers above. 

What versions of Lotus Notes where being used during that period? 

Lotus Notes 4.1 


Michael E. Ritter 
04/01/99 01:21:45 PM 
Record Types Record 


To: 

Spriggs4 

CC: 

Subject : 


Yi manF^'hi 1 i m .4 

Sandra l. Gola 
Joseph A. Vasta4 
MailZ 


Robert W. Haas 


John E. 


I have been tasked with making a report with respects to the "MailZ 
situation". The report must examine the following areas: 


When did NG first become aware of the existence of the problem? 

When did NG identify the causes of the problem? 

What did NG discover as the causes? 

When did NG correct, or thought we had, the problem? E 3884 

What was the corrective action? 

What is the current status of the problem? 

What does NG propose to correct the problem and when will it happen? 

What versions of Lotus Notes where being used during that period? 


As you know, I'm new here with NG, and I don't know the whole story. What 
I want each of you to do is to e-mail me with your . response to the above 
questions. Try to be as close on dates as possible. You may use 
conjecture, but please indicate when doing so. Otherwise, stick to the 
facts as you know them. I want this to be done independent of each other 


lipMH 
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and I naad your B~mailad responses prior to 2:03 p.m, on Friday, April 2. 


E 3885 



1048 


If "the is a reason this deadline cannot be made, see me. 

I apolooiz* for the short notice on this, but, . .suprise. . ,it*s a 

Government requirement. 

Eric Ritter 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR i Albert F. Leister Jr < CN=Albert F. Leister Jr/f 

CREATION DATE/TIME :21-MAY-1999 19:56:15.00 

SUBJECT:: R*: Mail Server 2 Problem 

TO : Dorothy E. Cleel ( CN»Dorothy E. Cleal/ 

READ i UNKNOWN 


» [ 0A ] ) 


I assume you ere asking about the Mail2 problem which took place last 
fall. The answer is yes; the backup tapes are in the DC. 

A1 


E 3973 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : James B. Wright ( CN= James B . Wright/* 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 24~ JUL-1998 17:05=25.00 

SUBJECT:: RE: Wkly Rpt Ending 7/24/98 from Neil and Tony 

TOtKathleen K. Gallant ( CN«Kathla«n K. Gallant/* 

READ: UNKNOWN 

CC: Jamas B. Wright ( ON* James B. Wright A 
READ iUNKNOWN 


TEXT: 
05:18 PM 


Forwarded by James B. Wright 4 


Won 07/24/98 


Nellie W. Doering 
§7/23/98 64: 34 : 25 PH 
Record Type: Record 


To: James B. Wright/flHHB' 

cc: Kathleen K. Sallant^HIMp 

Subject: RE: Wkly Rpt Ending 7/24/98 


Please find the attached report from Nell Doering and Dale Miller. 


Nell 


Forwarded by James B. Wright^ 


DANIEL A, 

BARRY 

07/24/98 12:18:31 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: James B. Wright/**0HBP 

E 3989 

Subject: Weekly for 7/24/98 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

I attended the regular reconstruction status meeting this week . 

I was informed this week that a problem had been uncovered in the process 
the reconstructs the pager data. The problem caused valid pager messages 
to appear as duplicates and therefore not get processed. The problem has 
now been fixed for the current and future processs cycles but will have to 
be fixed for process cycles 1-9 (The previously delivered cycles). This 
problem will be corrected when the delivered tapes are cut to resolve the 
other two problems uncovered after production began (Truncation and 
incorrect file structure on anomaly records) 

I have received a goods and services request covering the purchase of new 





1051 


disks. 1 will review this next week and decide how to proceed. These 
disks will be needed prior to commencing the Daily tapes and they will 
allow more efficient processing if we purchase them sooner. 

£R MS activity 

I coordinated the completion of 2 searches this week. One was a FQXA for 
CEQ records and the other was for WHO records. 

I spent • lot of time this week (10 hours) nursing both the tape 
processing for ARMS as well as the regulars records processing through 
their respective stages. The communications between the NOTES data and 
the ARMS syetea failed last week end the backup caused severe delays in 
processing that spilled over into this week. There also seems to have 
been an increase in traffic which further exarcebated the situation. I 
will continue to monitor the process so that it does not fall behind again. 
I have been contacted by WHO counsel (Karl Racine and Dimitri Nionakis) 
regarding two separate Search requests. I have only received 1 of them 
thus far and I will try to get it running over the weekend. 

FAMCG Contract 

I attended a meeting with the NG project manager and the COTR in 
preparation -for my role next week as acting COTR. 

Additional activities 

I continue to be involved in discussions regarding the MAIL2 problem but 
t t i Q' rw MM a bean rto -wo l a m ent thus far on correcting the problem or getting 
the data over to ARMS. The plan for fixing the problem has been submitted. 

Planned Activities for next week: 

I will be acting COTR for the NG contract next week. 

I plan on getting the 2 search requests under way. 


asaesB==«=sassseaa=s ATTACHMENT 1 =======' 

ATT CREATION TIME/DATE: 0 00:00:00.00 


TEXT: 

Unable to convert ARMS_EXT :[ ATTACH . D25JMAI L496037011 . 226 to ASCII, E 3990 

The fallowing is a HEX DUMP: 

FF575043D1060000Q l 0A0201B00QGQ0205000 00 Q4C29GQ00 0002000 0A39CBDF1142FE9EC3DA0F0 
394AB87824D770EA4A442EB1DEC9C8248A223BCEC7A8DF2ECDC1D8A3B5DB64802436AA948A33AC 
D1E6E6 14F2ECQ597B6195B6F6 35E303450D89603A5B8D76E21 887636 4A95DB25C0BA6E8EB7099E 
739ACFB1F66BBE883C0BE78781E7F20309712DCD5BCD89493D4DCA09ED2B191 41 084BB8EFDD6D3 
003A2ECD6A2A91D7FB93776F9EE042778543FC47BB5AF501D68510BDC7FFFDQQ96QE5F2667F8F2 
B6BE336979D5E224E5A226F9DC15B7F735B57DE2EAE3709B9ABB8CEEA919AAF913898D7846CA5D 
B33D31 14A531FA034CC80435CD1F1B5D46D871EFBEBD592FFFBF625F0BBB518Q67D3B409C995BA 
7681490EC1CB97F91787592193276E1A277265434FB793EBEE91 AE879B44C3331E56E3D7A7359B 
FAE13504B407E11E2E9C516EAD7CED83F164679F67655F6Q8CF9633037C5D3369CF22F03136141 
FA74518606B83A2F17DCEAFC3DD30B83C9A7DEBE64847E41B88651B2EAA6EF74D1E08AC1CBAF21 
40F2365A3481B75B2128CD7F1B8BDC49A9744CD93CFOOA622C3250426034B9B2CDED6A3CA63631 
9CA0576C3C5BD9EABA82D67386903E21C7D5486989DD5CBFE43488D98F2CF9A55D1 579EA49B057 
G14B8I A487E77372DC54E1690CDD1319052674274544AC312C0BC18957DC5AF593B92B57B61C50 
35908EAC4502000B00000000000000000000000055020000Q04E0000009A020000092501 000000 
06000000E802000008120 10000007 2020000EE0200000B3001 0000005500000060050000005501 
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080501 0000000800 08 003306 00000877 01 0008008200 A 00Q3B06 000 0Q834Q1 0000091 4Q00G00BD 
O6QOO0280QC819681 Q480DO 00011 090000 QQ5AO0SBO10OOQ1 036005400690 C6DQQ650O7 3002000 
4E0G650G77OQ20OQ52QO6FO06DO061OO6E0Q28O052Q0650067OO750O6CO061OO72OO0OOQOOOOOQ 
0000 008100010 05B02 120027 000C009S00O0O8OO9O0Q0Q02O0O9OO12QG0EOOO48C008OCM 7 0A1E 
001100000000080211000100000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
000090000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOIIOOOOOOOODOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOQO 
000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
008000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
000000000900090000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
OOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOODOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 
•00000000000000090000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000 
QOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOOO 0000000 
ooooooooooooooo oo ooooooooooooooo ooooo oooooooooooooooooooooooodoooooooooooooooo 
000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000000030000000000000000 
0000000000000000000000000000000000000000000006000000 000000 ooooooooooooooo ooooo 
ooooooooooooooo 00000000000000009 00000000000000000 ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo 

00000000090000000000000000000000000000 CAOO 120 001000000000004030500010000000000 
OA00300Q01 OOOOOOO 9 OO0AO02EOOO1 0 0 00 0000 00 OAOOO2O0 010 0000 OOOOO DAO 01 A0001 000 OOOOO 
OO0AOOO1OOO2O0OOOOOOOCO1OQO0O004OO3EOOOOO8OOOOOOO017O0OOO0OOQOOOO0OOOOOO0OO1OO 
FFFF240 0220600 OO53O06DQ061OO6COO6COO2Q 0043006 9 00720 Q63D06C006 5 OQGQOQFG2206F0EO 
JBTI5oOO'oo5o?r!rrotfo02E000100001300E02C00201CF811FOOA000016410000005A0007080000 
l#M#841M9f 0069 0061866C0020 005200 6 500670 075DO6CO 061 00720060000000009000000833 
7C0050000 30200 00A7 09 00 000 100 01 000 00009 0028000 000 OCO 0008 000 OOOOO 00 000 00 000 00 000 
B00112A9592900A1000000A1 0000 0003050000000100000000000301 0009000200000015000000 
930901000200990991000200950903009900960901000200970901000200980901000200990901 
0099009A090100990 09B99010002009C090100 7 8039D0901 0002009E09 0103 Q2009F 0901 009900 
AOO9O1OO99OOA1O9Q1O0O2OOA2O9O1OO99OOA3C9O1OOO2OOA9O9O2OOO20OA5C9O1OO95OOA6O9O1 
OO02Q0A709 0200550 0 A676E6290 0 OOO OOOOOOO 0000 00 00 00 OOOD 000 OOODDOA1 0008301 07 000300 
A95A2110inf6Dfe3050COoi!6010 000 OOOCOOD3DDO BO BOO 030000090BDODD9BD5050C000001 000200 
OCOOD3B91B1F00800101000300F9019AAB0100F901 0000580201 00580200001FOOD9D41A1F0080 
0105000800F90156980200F9010100F9010IOOF9019AAB1FODD9F20CF29S532659808099915991 
8093959E598552809252919E9398D0091500000B00090001B0090000000001201500D091637969 
76697979805265706F727980666F72805765656B806F66804A756C79809C32309B80807968726F 
756768809A756C79809C32342C9BB031393938F30CF3D0091500000B000900017005C000010001 
201500DOF20EF2CCD5050COOO 001000 0020C0003F20CF25265636F726473B04D616E61 67656065 
6E74809F666669636580916379697669796965733AF30EF3DD091500 00DB00 0900 01F006400203 
G001201500BOCC547261696E696E67B041637469766974696573F30CF33A808080F1009509F19C 
FI 019509F1 9C50726F76696965649BB09C6 1646969 79696F6E616CF1029609F1807265636F7269 
7 380726 5796 9726 560656E74F1039609F19B80F1009509F19CF 1019 509F19C7 4? 26 1696 E696E67 
80666F72F1029709F13A80555354522F414D422F4D6179804B616E2CF1Q39709F1D001150000GB 
00090001 7008C00305000120150000555359522F57599F2F956C656E61B0927279616E2CS05553 
59 522F99 535 09C2F9C6F69 7380537969 74682CF1029B09F180F 1039 80 9F1 F10 099 09F1CCF1 01 99 
09F1616E64804F4D422F4F46464D2F47696C766572805472616E2E9B8080808C3080CCCCF20CF2 N 
5265636F726 480 526 5747 26965766 16C809C41 63746976697469 6573F30CF33A808 08055535452 J 

2F919D922F9C61 7 665726E80986 96 36 B73B0896052657 3656 1726 3686 564806 16E69807 2657972 M 

69657665698072656 36F7 2697 380 7265676 1726 969 6E67D001 15000 0DB00090 001 B00A0OO6 08 90 
01201500D0969F99918072657175657379306F6E809F7579676F696E6780436F72726573706F6E 
69656E6365808980313939332C8031298053706565636865732F54657374696D6F6E798084804A 
6 16E756 172798 031393933899 170 72696C80313939332C803229CF537 0656 56 3686 57 32F59657 3 
7 969 6D6F6E79804D6179B031 3939338999656365606 26 5728031 393 9 33802832804 26F78657329 
2E809B80808080CCCC9C4F9D422F4F4650509B808480416C736FB069 666 97 4696179656480696 9 
616C6F67807769746880574E524380726567617264696E6780616E80757063SF6D696E67806C69 
7469676174696F6E806361736580696E766F6C76696E678074686580436F7374CF4163636F756E 
7469 6E6 780 53746 16E6 46 1726 4738 04 26F6 1726480284341 534229 807 26 5 6 36F7264732E808054 
6869738077696C6C8 062658061807665727980 6C6172676 58 0696E7665737469676174696F6E80 
6 16E6480746865806C6 17779657273807769 6C6C806265CF7 7 6F726B696E6780 7769746880646 9 
66666572656E748067726F75707380746F807Z657569657780616E6480636F7079807265636F72 
6 4738061 748057 4E52432ECCCC555354522F47432F5362796 96 18 04861 727269736F6E8 0848052 
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6F? 27265737 06 F6E64656E636580536570617261 7465648 06 6726F6D8 0446 1696C79CF53636865 
64756C6S80B430446563656D6265728031393931844A616E756172798031393933803229804A61 
7O616ES4496E69746961746976652C8O3329894A61?0616£844175766F8O5O6i7274?32C8B3429 
804753508041 73736F6369617465648077697468CF436F6E76657273696F6E80746F8 074686580 
4861726D6F6E697A65648053797374656D80233838843137332C80352980486172606F6E697A65 
668053/97376656D2C80616E66803729806368696E6 180537 0616365806C61756E6366CF616772 
65656D656E7680$139393680283130B0666F6C6665727329CCCC555356522F5075626C696S8061 
66666 169727380S4BO576F7268696E6780776974688O737461666680746F8O656E737572658O74 
686 1748061 6C6C80726574726F7370656374697665807265636F7 2647 38 0617265807 2657469 72 
65648866726F6D80746865CF52656164696E678G526F6F6B2E84S4646F6EB0676F696E6 7807072 
6F6A6563762ECCCC555356522F6D6F6E69766F72696E6780616E6680656E666F72636560656E76 
2F66726566806D6F6E76676F6D657279808680526567617266696E678076686500636F6E736F6C 
69666176696F6EB06F6680333080666F696127738066726F60CF6E6176696F6E616C8053656375 
7269 76798061 726368697665738072656761 7266696E67806A61 7 0616E2F6368696E618072656C 
6176696F6E732E8080352F372F393880506963687570803780626F786573806F66807265636F72 
66 738076686 1 768076686579CF776572658072657669657 7696E6 780 61 6E668066656C69766572 
656480283780626F786573298686866F6E80676F696E678070726F6A65637480756E76696CB06S 
6F6D7O6C6574652ECCCCF2OCF25265636F7264738O52657469726560656E748Q41637469766974 
696573F3OCF33A8OB0434551ZF4361726F6C796E8O4D6F736C657980848O42757S682F436C696E 
746F6E8041 6660696 E697374726174696F6E8 072656 36F7264732E80 8 08 02874 686 5 72553 061 72 

'Tf|tr766F8b626llo6C697S76656480616E64a072657469726566806UE64S044616C658l)77696C 
6C80776F726S886f I 6€8869748O736F8Q746869738O70726F6A6563?48O676574738O636F6D?O6C 
657 4656 4807 4686973806669736361 6CCF7 9656 172292E8484846F6E8 06 76 F 69 6E6 7 8 07 0726F6 A 
6563742E8080CCCC4F5354502F546563686E6F6C6F6779804469/66973696F6E80846Q50726F63 
6573736564809CF102A109F131F103A109FIF100A209F134F1 01A209F1F102A309F135F103A309 
F19B806375626963S066656574B09C6F66F1009C09F1809BF1019C09F1F1009A09F1617564696F 
2F76697375616C98807461706573F1019AG9F1F1029B09F1B070F1 D39B09F1F1029D09F1657274 
696E656E74806261636B67726F756E6480606 1746572696 16C73F1039D09F19B8380285465636B 
6E6F6C6F6779CF9C4469766973696F6E292EF1029E09F18080F1 039E09F1F1009F09F19&CCF101 
9F09F1F100A099F157659B80616C736F9B807370656E649B806D6F72659B80746960659B80696E 
9B807468659B80546563686E6F6C6F67799B8 04469 7 6 697369 6F6E9B8 0676 r 696E6 7 9B807 46872 
6F7567689B806D6F726598806D61 746572696 16C7 39 B80746F9B806469 7370 6F73659BB06F669B 
80776974689B807468659B80417373697374616E749B60746F9B807468659B804173736F636961 
74659B804469726563746F729B804672616E6B6C696E9B8055727465726761 2EF1 01 A009F19BCC 
CCF20CF252656 36F726480536368656 4 7 56C696E67804 16374697669 7 469657 3F30CF33A808080 
80D0041500000B00090001F01E401A23C001201500DOF20CF2CC4172607374726F6E6780436173 
653A8080F30CF34F5354502F43433A4D61 696C80656C656374726F6E6963807265636F72647380 
7363686564756C6 5732832298084807 76 16 9746 96E67 806 66F72804F 535450807 46F807265636F 
7665727980746B65D0011500000B00090001 7 020C01 82500 01201 500D07265636F726473806672 m 

6F6D8062616S6B757080746170657380848480332F31372F39388C161 6476697365648042617262 n 

617261804665726775736F6E807468617480494043806D696768748062658061626C6580746F80 w 

646F8 074636 56972CF7265636F6E 7 3747275637 46 9 6F6E806F6E8Q 7 46865806261 636B757 0807 4 
61706573B4S4846F6E80676F696E678070726F6A6563742ECC8080F20CF280F30CF3D004150000 
030909 0001 B022Q01E2S0001 2015 OOD 05 55354522F446 17 461 8047656E6572616C284447298065 
6C656374726F6E6963807265636F72647328576F726450657266656374804170706C6963617469 
6 F6E73292EB 080526571 7565737 4 6 5648 0737 46 1747 57 3806 6726F6D804E41 524 12E80CF322F31 
382F3938604E415241B0696E666F726D6564806 0658 0746861 7480746869738073636865647 56C 
6580776F756C6480646570656E648I36F6E80746B65B06F7574636F6D65806F6680746865804361 
726C696EB0436173652E8080342F32312F3938CF496E717569727980617380746F8073746I 7475 
738084B4804E4152412F4461766964804C616E676261727480B084848054686579806172658074 
7279696E6780746F80666967757265806F757 48 074686580626573748061 7070726F6 16368806 6 
6F728061707072616973616CCF6F66 80 7468657365807 265636F7264732E808484806F6E80676F 
696E67B070726F6A6563742E8080CCCC55535452ZF446174618047656E6572616CZ84447298043 
6F6D70757465728053797374656D804170706C69636174696F6E738028657863657 0748057 6F72 
6450657266656374292E80805C80372F32332F3938808484B044697S63757373656680746865CF 
726563656E74B04E415241807175657374696F6E738077697468804272756365804F766572746F 
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804469766973696F6E80616E6480746865804F4D422F4F6666696365806F66804665646572616C 
CF5tf , f26F637572656D656E7480506F6C6 9637 92E80 8 08 0372F372F3938804D65 7 48077 69746880 
537 4657665804 16 9746 B656E2C805061756C80 54697 3646 16C65ZC8044616C658048656C6D732C 
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746F8D746 86 58 05072657369646 5 6E74807265666572656E63652E8 08 057 658061 6C736F806469 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR :Sandra t. Solas C CN=Sandra L. Qolas/40MH^MV ) 
CREATION DATE/TIME: l-SEP-1998 15:36:43.00 
SUBJECT : i meeting 


TO: Joeeph A. Vesta ( CN* Joseph A. Vasts/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

Hava you talked to Hark Lindsey yet? 


03.-23 PM 


Forwarded by Sandra L. Golas 


09/01/98 


James R. Webstar . 
09/01/98 03:20:14 PM 
taeord Type: Record 


To: John E, 5priggs 
cc: Yiman F. Salim/, 
Subject: meeting 



Sandra L. Golas 


Robert W. 


John , Sandy , 8 Bob , 

I have received the following request from Tony Berry to set up 
meeting to discuss our favorite issue. Please let me know when you have 
reached an agreement with NG management that will permit us to work 
together to complete this task. I will tell Tony that I will have to 
delay any meeting until we resolve some internal issues. 


Respectfully, 
Jim Webster 


03:17 PM 


Forwarded by James R. Webster. 


on 09/01/98 


DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

09/01/98 03:15:24 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 

CC! 

Subject : 


James R. Webster/^ 
James B. Wright/1 

meeting 


E 4012 


Jim: 

I spoke to Kathy Gallant this morning about the mail2 problem and as a 
result I would like to have a meeting to discuss the plan/approach for 
proceeding. I think Sandy Bob Haas and John spriggs ought to be there 
also . 
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Lat na 
Later . . 


know when 
. Tony 


is good for you. 


E 4013 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry/| 

CREATION DATE/TIME :15-SEP-1998 10:25:10.00 

SUBJECT:: Mail 2 project meeting 

TO: James R. Webster < CN* James R. Webster/j 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CCjKathleen X. Sail ant ( CN=Kathleen K. Gallant/1 
MEAD t UNKNOWN 

CC: James B. Wright ( CN* James B. Wright/1 
READ {UNKNOWN 


TEXT: 

Jim Webster; 

It was my understanding from our meeting with Kathy Gallant last Friday 
we w$re to have a followon meeting th is morning at 10am to go over 
your plan for "righting the wrong" phase of this project. 

By your absence I assume the meeting was cancelled ? 

Please let us know when you plan to have this meeting. 

Thanks. 

Later... Tony 


E 4015 
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DANIEL A. 

BARRY 

11/16/98 08:06:35 AM 



Sheryl, Joe, john; 

I wdtild like to meet today to discuss a course of action on moving the 
MAIL Z reconstruction project forward. How does 2pm sound ?? 

Joe can we have the meeting in your conference area ? 


Later . . . Tony 
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Karl B. Heissner 

03/17/99 07:44:04 AM 




Record Type: Record 


Nellie W. Doering/® 


| Daniel A. Barry! 


I Mark H. Bartholomew/® 


cc: 

Subject: Mall2 Server Record Recovery 


Let's meet tomorrow, Thursday, at 1 1 a.m, in my office to discuss the technical issues related to the Mai!2 
Server Record Recovery which needs to be completed before the end of the current Administration. 


Thanks for helping to shed some light on the technical side of this problem. I made some recommendations 
to the AD for iSacT last year, and she has asked for more detailed information and a plan. 



E 1896 
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f 

Kiri H. Heissner 

03/19/99 07:38.-46 AM 

1 



Record Type: Record 


To: 

tt: 

Subject: 


Nellie W. Doering/® 


| Daniel A. Barry/1 


IP, Hart: H. Bartholomew® 


Dorothy £- GeaW 
Minutes: Mali2 Server Reconstruction 


SUMMARY 


Nell, Tony and 1 met yesterday to discuss how to proceed with planning the recovery of non-records 
managed e-maii sent to some EOP users on Mail Server MAIL2 between 1996 and 1998. 

The recommendations made earlier this year and shown below are still valid. 


Action items 

Tony Barry; Initiate action through appropriate channels to ask NG to reserach the potential problem 
identified recently when it was discovered that when the Mail2 Server userids were corrected last year the 
Millenium Council, an inactive account, was not corrected. NG Is being asked to research the problem, to 
make sure ail userids, active or inactive, on Maii2 are now correct, and to report its findings. 

Kati Helssner. Initiate action through appropriate channels to ask NG to develop an inventory of lotus 
Notes E-mail Server Mail 2 system backup tapes currently at the EOPDC, and to include the Name and 
Address Directory in the list of objects which will need to be restored, 

Kari Meissner, initiate action through appropriate channels to ask NG to write a report containing technical 
documentation describing the causes and their impact on Mail operations, a description of the operating 
environment in which the problem occurred, and a history of the problem. 

Karl Heissner. Obtain management direction to proceed with the work. Develop a strategy for remedial 
action for record recovery. Action had been pending awaiting direction to proceed and the identification of 
a source of funding from OA counsel. }oe Kuba today indicated that OA Counsel had approved using 
Armstrong Funds for this work. 

Note: According to yesterday's memorandum from Kate Anderson this project Is currently on HOLD 
awaiting approval from OA Counsel. 


Attachment 


IS&T INTERNAL 
MEMORANDUM - DRAFT 


« EXHIBIT 
| m 


E 1882 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR : Dorothy E. Cleal ( CN=Dorothy E. Cleal/I 
CREATION DATE/TIME: 9-APR-1999 17:42:25.00 
SUBJECT:: New ARMS issue 

TO :Michael J. Lyle ( CN*Michael J. lyle/^^^M 
READ: UNKNOWN 

CC :Mark F. Lindsay ( CN*Mark F. Lindsay^MIM 
READ : UNKNOWN 


TEXT : x , 

I have bean working this issue as a part of the cost evaluation of the 
back up tapes and found out today that there are additional files that 
have not been records managed . I will provide a full update after my 
Monday meeting on this. I will set up a meetingto discuss the 
ramifications with OGC. This Is Amazing!!!! 

Forwarded by Dorothy E. Cleal^^^^^l on 04/09/99 


05:40 PM 


Karl H. Meissner 
04/09/99 03:39:18 PM 
Record Type: 11 Record 


Dorothy E. Cleal/| 


CC: 

Subject: New ARMS issue 


Dottie: 

Tony and I met with Bob Whiteman and some of NG’s technical people a few 
minutes ago to discuss this reported failure. They will develop a 
detailed workplan by Monday to correct this problem. 

NG and Government technical staff had just met earlier this afternoon to 
develop the technical solutions to correct other problems related to 
unrecordsmanaged e-mail so that re-cycling of mail server backup tapes 
could commence ASAP. The development work is to begin on Monday, and the 
technical solution developed for those problems can also correct this new 
problem . 

Bottom line: The problem is somewhat under control... Will keep you 
informed. All’s - sort-of - well! Have a good weekend. 


Karl 


03:32 PM 


Forwarded by Karl H. 


04/09/99 


E 3948 


Robert E. Whiteman 
04/09/99 02:55:33 PM 
Record Type: Record 
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To; 

CC i 

Subject 


Karl H. Heissner/iMM^ 

See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 
New ARMS issue 


The following issue was brought to my attention for action. NG requests 
en immediate meeting to discuss the issue. 

Forwarded by Robert E. Whitenan/^MB^^on 04/09/99 


02:51 PM 


Marvin Miller 
04/09/99 02:07 s 39 PM 
Record Type: Record 

To: Robert E. Whiteman/B 

CC: Viman F. Salim 

Subject t New ARMS issue 


Bob here is write-up about the i 


Marvin Miller & Yiman Salim 

During the configuration of the LN/ARMS test environment, a problem came 
to our attention concerning the Records Management production system. It 
was discovered that user's first names that start with the letter "D" have 
not been records managed since November of 1998. The problem was 
determined to be a configuration error made correcting an ARMS system 
failure . 


ARMS System Failure Description 

The ARMS system failure that occurred in November was due to a 64 KB 
buffer overflow. This 64 KB buffer limitation is inherit in Lotus Notes. 
To accommodate this limitation, ARMSCAN uses five views in the Name and 
Address Book. Each view represents a section of the alphabet. When a 
view Has to many names in it, the buffer limit is reached and the ARMSCAN 
process fails. As users are added to the Notes environment and not 
removed, the names in the address book increases and the size of these 
views increase subsequently causing a 64 KB buffer overflow. 


Configuration Error Description 

Each of the five arms view in the address book are defined by letters in 
the alphabet. To manipulate a view so it does not violate the 64 KB 
buffer limitation in Notes, the view must be reprogrammed / designed by 
shuffling letters between views. At the end of each shuffle, the number 
of names in each view are counted. The ARMS error is resolved only when 
all views do not violate the 64 KB buffer limit. Once the reprogramming 
of the views is completed, the change is replicated from "Maill" to the 
other Lotus Notes mail servers. During this process in November, the 
letter "D" was inadvertently omitted and the letter H J" was added twice. 

In omitting the letter "D", all users on all mail servers whose first 
names begin with "D” stopped being records managed. Having the letter "J" 
in the views twice did not and will not cause documents to be records 
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managed twice. 


£ 3950 
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Recommend Solution 

This problem can be resolved the same nay the Mail2 problem is being 
resolved. First, a tape backup of all affected databases must be 
verified. Second, a Notes agent needs to run tagging all unrecorded 
messages in these databases as having been records managed. Third, the 
configuration srror need to be corrected re-enabling records management 
for these databases. Finally, thesa databases need to be included in the 
ongoing nail recovery effort. 


Preventative Solution 

An agent can be designed to audit all mail databases and report on any 
mail database not being records managed. In implementing this solution, 
mail server performance and capacity need to be consider. 


Message Copied 
To: 


Mark H. Bartholomew 
Daniel A. Barry. 
Michael E . *it*i 
Yiman F. Salim. 
Dorothy E. Cle; 



E 3951 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL CNOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR ! Michael J. Lyle < CN=Michael J. 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 12- APR-1999 08:37:49,00 
SUBJECT : : Haw ARMS issue 

TO: Catherine S, Andersen ( CN*Catherine S. Anderson/^HBBBBBPWBMWi 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TEXT s 

It looks like wa are off to a good start this week. Please stop by so that 

we can discuss. --Mike - - Forwarded by Michael J. 

LyleMBU on DA/12/99 00:36 AM 


Dorothy E. Cleal 
04/09/99 05:42.40 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 
cc : 

Subject 


Michael J. Lyle 
Hark F. lindsay| 

; New ARMS 


I have been working this issue as a part of the cost evaluation of the 
back up tapes and found out today that there are additional files that 
have not been records managed- I will provide a full update after my 
Monday meeting on this. I will set up a meetingto discuss the 
ramifications with 0GC. This Is Amazing*!!! ________ 

Forwarded by Dorothy E. Cleal4MHlV ° n 04/09/99 


05:40 PM 


Karl H . Meissner 
04/09/99 03:39:18 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: 


Dorothy E. Cleal4 


Subject: New ARMS issue 

Dottie : 

Tony and I met with Bob Whiteman and some of NG's technical people a few 
minutes ago to discuss this reported failure. They will develop a 
detailed workplan by Monday to correct this problem. 

NB and Government technical staff had just met earlier this afternoon to 
develop the technical solutions to correct other problems related to 
unrecordsmanaged e-mail so that re-cycling of mail server backup tapes 
could commence ASAP. The development work is to begin on Monday, and the 
technical solution developed for those problems can also correct this new 
problem. 


3887 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAID 

CREATOR: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Daniel A. Barry/ 

CREATION DATE/TIME : 13- APR- 1999 15:34:40.00 

SUBJECT:: Info re what Legal owes us 

TO : Nellie W. Doering ( CN=Nellie W. Doering/i 
READ: UNKNOWN 



TEXT: 

1. Authorizati 

2. Guidance on 

3 . Guidance on 

4. Guidance on 


on to delete the records identified in our records 
how/if to proceed with Tape reformatting project 
how/if to proceed with MAIL 2 problem/fix 
how to proceed with principals bulk mail 


schedule 


£ 393 8 


< EXHIBIT 
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RECORD TYPE; FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 

CREATOR :Je»*s B. Wright ( CN= James B. > 

CREATION 2ATE/TXME :30-AUG-1999 09:45:54.00 

SUBJECT:: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. Wed, A/21 

TO: Daniel A. Barry ( CN=Deniel A. Barry/<^ | il*P«**H l OA ] ) 

READ '.UNKNOWN 

TEXT; 

FYI . 

— forwarded by James B. Wright/MWP^ on 08/30/99 

09:45 AM * 


Nellie Wv -fleering — 
08/27/99 11:34:22 AM 
Record Type: Record 


To: James B. 

«*.» 

Subject : 

Wed, 4/21 


Wright A 


Armstrong Talking Points, 


need feedback by noon tomorrow, 


JIM: 'W*****' 

Forwarded by Nellie W. Doering/Qjjg^|^pn 08/27/99 

11:33 AM — 


Joseph G. Kouba 
04/20/99 02:56:37 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To: Dorothy E. Cleal/I*B*P«MWI*, Karl H. HeissnerA 

Daniel A. Barry/*M«ilM**, Nellie W. Doer ing A 
cc: Christina L. Vanf ossan/KBMPPiWP* 

Subject: Armstrong Talking Points, need feedback by noon tomorrow. 

Wed, 4/21 


The following are the proposed talking points for my Thursday analysis 
meeting with Virginia Apuzzo. The briefing materials must be to 
Virginia*s office by COB, 4/21. 


Please reveaw, comment, add or delete informaiton, and return to me. This 
draft is based on my conversations with Karls Heissner and Tony Barry . 1 

hope it is accurate. 


7. Armstrong Account 

OA Available Balance 
NSC Available Balance 
USTR Available Balance 

11 


$981 

1,308 


j exhibit 

fr 127, 


TOTAL 


E 3881 



ARM5/NARA Tape Conversion: 

OA is awaiting word from 0MB on the status of the $500K that miflht be 
transferred from NARA to the Office of Administration for the ARHS/NARA 
tope conversion. Mike Lyle is working with 0MB to accomplish the 
transfer . 

No determination on the use of Armstrong funds for the ARHS/NARA tape 
conversion will be made until the issue of the $50OK NARA transfer is 
settled. 

1ST has a draft project plan for the ARMS/NARA tape conversion and will 
proceed once tha General Counsel has secured funding. If no determination 
as mad* before the end of the Clinton Administration, OA will be unable to 
transfer the Clinton tapes to NARA. 

MAI 12 Reconstruction: 

Phase- 1.4 1ST is working to ensure that all e-mail is properly 

"records managed. Current problem only impacts incoming e-mail to — 

individuals whose name begins with D, 

Phase 2s Need to make legal deternination that reconstruction is 

required by the court case and that this is a legitimate use of Armstrong 
funds. 

Current status: 1ST is working on phase 1. No current action on 
phase 2. 
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RECORD TYPE! FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR: Dorothy E, Cleal C CN=Borothy E, Cleal A 

CREATION DATE/TIME: l-FEB-1999 12:52:36.00 

SUBJECT : : Approbations Hearing Issue Papers 

TO s James B. Wright ( CN= Jamas B. Wright/«BBBI 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO: Sharon L. Mitchell i CN*$haron L. Hitchell/B 
READ : UNKNOWN 

TOiTimothy L, Fuller C CN=Timothy t. FullerBi 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO tTerrenee J. Misich ( CN“Terrence J, Misich/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TO (Daniel A. Barry < CN=Daniel A. Barry^BI 
READ (UNKNOWN 

Ttf.-Karl H. Meissner ( CN=Karl H. Heissner4| 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO : Charles L. Sigman C CN=Charlas L. Sigman 
READ -.UNKNOWN 

TO -.Richard S. McKay ( CN'Richard S. McKay /* 
READ: UNKNOWN 

TO (Howard H. Sparks C CN=Howard H. Sparks/I 
READ: UNKNOWN 




TEXT: . . , 

I am scheduling a A p.m. meeting this afternoon to go over the targeted 
issue papers that IS&T will need to respond to by Thursday for a prebrief 
that I have been asked to attend. I am providing you a copy of the 
initial list that needs to be worked on and I need you help with the 
following areas. We will discuss briefly this afternoon so that you get 
all (or as much info as I have available) the info that you need to work 
on this. The meeting should not take more then 15-30 minutes. This will 
be a work in progress. I will discuss the format, etc. during the meeting 
this afternoon. 


0MB VDC - James Wright/Chuck Sigman 

EOP Year 2000 Strategic Plan - Tim Fuller/Rich McKay 

Statistical Data (as provided in Y2K Weekly Report) - Terry Misich 

Y2K Monthly Benchmarks/Schedules - Terry Misich/David Breece 

Impact of Change on Y2k Coordinators -Dottie Cleal 

Impact of Change in Associate Director for ISST - Dottie Cleal 

Status of GSA Y2K efforts within EOP - Larry Handeland 

Supplemental Funding Requirements - Terry Misich/Chuck Sigman 

Compliance of Mission Critical Systems by March 31, 1999 

EOP Mirroring DOT'S Test and Renovation Plans - Terry 


Misich/David Breece 

Status of overall Firewall - System Administrator ??? 


- EXHIBIT 

] I/O 

? — ., 
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Information Technology Architecture - Rich McKay/Tim Fuller 

ITA Management and Implementation Plan- " n 

Business Improvements - Same as above 

IT Security - Chuck Easley/ Jaime Borrego 

CIP - Chuck Signan 

Mail 2 Reconstruction - Tony Berry 

EOP Disaster Preparedness Plan - Jim Wright 

Y2K Contingency Plans - Terry Misich, et al 


E 3880 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

01/06/99 02:10:30 PM 



Record Type: Record 


To: 


James B. Wright/fl 
Christa Moyle/ J 


Subject: Weekly for 0 1 /08/99 

This Weekly contains some data from the week of 12/28 - 12/31: 

Y2K Activities 

• I am still awaiting a response from the Y2K procurement process regarding the fate of the ARMS SOW 1 
but together and submitted several weeks ago. I prepared a quick memo for Terry Misich regarding 
personnel qualifications and resource quantities it would take to do the work inhouse. 

• I am working with NG to get a project plan for the VAX hardware upgrade for Y2K. 

E-mail reconstruction activity 

• I attended the weekly E-mail reconstruction status meeting this week. Issues that were discussed were 
staffing schedules and coverage over the various holidays and the schedule for performing the previously 
identified re-work against PCI -PC 14. At this point is is anticipated that ail the cleanup work will be 
completed by Jan 29 and processing of the dailies will begin immediatly there after. The project is 
scheduled to be completed by the end of FY99. 

• I delivered 7 tapes to NARA on 12/29/98 along with a memo and our 1 2 responses to NARA's 1 2 
issues regarding the data on the tapes. I am awaiting their response (by Jan II) before deciding how to 
allocate the 8 hours of Royces time we have left, i.e. answering additional questions or recutting the final 
tape that NARA overwrote. I conducted another conference call with NARA and EOP this week to 
discuss more of their issues. 

ARMS activity 

,*T 

• I have been working through several issues regarding huge attachments associated with non Work related 
E-mail that has become ever more prevelent throught the user community. I have been gathering 
statistics and data on this problem over the past several weeks and have been working these issues with 
OA Legal, ISfitT management and staff. 

worked during the week of 1 2/23 and 12/29 on an issue regarding mail to a certain user (Sidney 
Blumenthal) from and external source that was causing backups o n EOPfrIRX. The mail was deleted 
from the users mailbox (With the user consent) but the issue arose as to whether it could be removed 
from ARMS. This issue is still being mulled by senior management and OA Counsel. The records are 
currently on hold pending an answer. 

I prepared several charts and graphs to illustrate the growth rate in the number and size of ARMS records 
recorded over the past 6 years. These statistice show a 20 fold increase in space utilization over the past 
6 years. The original growth rate figure of 10% has been shown to be flawed. 

I am currently working on an E-mail search for the EOP security office. 3 boxes of printed records were 
delivered the the EOP securtity officer at 8:40 on Wed 1/6/99. 
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• I have been in communication with Ellen Athas (CEQ Counsel) regarding searching Information from the 
early 1993/1994 time frame. 1 have given her an estimate for performing such a search. 

Additional activities 

• 1 prepared and presented an ARMSTRONG projects briefing to the Associate Director of ISscT on 
12/24 and a separate briefing to the OA General Counsel and Kate Anderson on i 2/24. These 
briefings were a result of increased visibility on the part of the director of OA {Mark Lindsay) regarding 
the Armstrong account status and the several projects that may or may not be Armstrong related. I 
stressed the point that Counsel needs to be in the decision making process regarding what projects need 
to be moved forward (Project X, ARMS 11, ARMS/NARA tape conversion) and which projects can 
legally be funded from armstrong {ARMS Y2K renovation, NOTES/ARMS interface, ALL-tn-1 removal, 
VAX Y2K renovation) There are a lot of interrelated issues and questions surrounding all of these 
projects that need to be considered. 


Contract Issues: 

* ! attended the weekly COTR meeting on 1/6/99. The following issues were addressed: 


Data center operations: 


Planned Activities for next week: 


E 4287 
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June 19, 1998 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 



FROM: VIRGINIA M. APPUZO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT : Technical Anomaly in Automated 

E-Mail Records Management System 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2" . However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into the system, the majority were hand-keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2” . Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include : 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 

Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 

For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOP users, the system appears to have 


* EXHIBIT 
| 1 3 1 - 
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functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOP senders as 
non-records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress. 


E 4374 
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Adam F. Greenstone 

06/19/98 03:30:12 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 


Brooks E. Scoville/1 


Subject: E-mail memo 

Brooks-Here is our proposed memo on the ARMS anomaly. 


Adam 


□ 

E-MAIL 1 


E 4375 
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Adam F. Greenstone 

06/19/98 03:30:12 PM 


Record Type: Record 


To: 


Brooks E. Scoville/I 


Subject: E-mail memo 

Brooks-Here is our proposed memo on the ARMS anomaly. 


Adam 


□ 

E-MAIL. 1 


E 4376 
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June 19, 1998 


MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN D. PODESTA 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT AND 
DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: VIRGINIA M. APPUZO 

ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR 
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

SUBJECT: Technical Anomaly in Automated 

E-Mail Records Management System 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the day-to- 
day e-mail traffic of the White House Office {WHO) and the Office 
of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which messages to 
save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to recognize user 
identifications with an electronic "stamp" which reads "Mail?.". 
However, when user identifications for WHO and OPD were entered 
into the system, the majority were hand-keyed using all capital 
letters as "MAIL2". Because ARMS was not programmed to recognize 
the all capital version, messages in certain categories for these 
Mail2 users have not been captured by or transferred to ARMS. 
These omitted types of o-maii include: 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports confirmation notification messages ) 

Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Trace re p o rts •: e-mail rou r, i. n g i n f. c : a.u t i c n 

For aii other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOP users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories .'other 
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than those which were specifically identified by EOP senders as 
non-records) have been preserved. 

The Office of Administration (OA) is working to identify a means 
to repair the problem, and to preserve as many previously 
uncaptured messages as possible. I will keep you informed of our 
progress . 


E 4378 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

02/24/99 07:18:19 AM 



Record Type: Record 


To: Adam F. Greenstone/®BBl^ 

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

Subject: Re: Draft Hearing Preparation Paper j]|j 

Adam; 

I made 2 corrections to 2 of your bullet items. The corrections are in blue below. 

Also, No work has been done on the Mail 2 reconstruction as is stated in your bullet in red 
below. I would suggest you talk with Karl Heisner for a status. 




Mail 2 Reconstruction- Due to a technical anomaly (user identifications hand keyed into the 
j irmail sy stem as capita ls). som e White House and OPD e-mail was not capped in ARMS. 
f Reconstruction has begun throughperiodic backup~tapeip The estimated oosr for this project 
V is $602,000. 1/ 

All-in-One E-Mail Reconstruction-Pursuant to the Armstrong litigation. 75% complete. Last 
25% to be completed by the end of fiscal 1999. Cost so far is $4.5 million. Estimated further 


cost for completion is $650,000. 
Message Copied To: 


1/ 


James B. Wright^ 
/Timothy L. Fulled 
Terrence J. Mi; 
sigman_c< 
Oorothy E. Cleat; 
Christa Moyle/4 
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June 19, 1998 


MEMORANDUM FOR MARK F. LINDSAY 
CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: PAULETTE CICHON 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR FOR INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT : Technical Anomaly in Automated 

E-Mail Records Management System 


The Automated Records Management System (ARMS) is an information 
technology system designed to provide a comprehensive archive of 
e-mail sent and/or received within the Executive Office of the 
President (EOP) . The main utility of the system is to provide a 
central e-mail repository with search and retrieval capability 
which ensures proper record keeping. An important function the 
system supports is the identification and retrieval of documents 
in response to information requests. The system has been in 
operation since October 17, 1996. 

This memorandum is to advise you of an anomaly in the system 
involving the Mail2 server, which primarily supports the 
day-to-day e-mail traffic of the White House Office (WHO) and the 
Office of Policy Development (OPD) . In identifying which 
messages to save from Mail2, the ARMS system was designed to 
recognize user identifications with an electronic "stamp" which 
reads "Mail2”. However, when user identifications for WHO and 
OPD were entered into 1 the system, the majority were hand-keyed 
using all capital letters as "MAIL2" . Because ARMS was not 
programmed to recognize the all capital version, messages in 
certain categories for these Mail2 users have not been captured 
by or transferred to ARMS. These omitted types of e-mail 
include : 

Incoming Internet e-mail 

Delivery Reports (confirmation notification messages) 
Non-delivery reports (failure delivery messages) 

Return receipts 

Return non-receipts (return receipt failures) 

Trace reports (e-mail routing information) 


For all other categories of e-mail, including outgoing Internet 
e-mail and e-mail between EOP users, the system appears to have 
functioned as intended. Thus, e-mails in these categories (other 
than those which were specifically identified by EOP senders as 


exhibit 

| 116 


emm. 
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non-records) have been preserved. 

IS&T is working to identify a means to repair the problem, and to 
preserve as many previously uncaptured messages as possible. I 
will keep you informed of our progress. 
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RECORD TYPE: FEDERAL (NOTES HAIL) 


CREATOR: Karl K. Heissner ( CN=Karl H. Heissner/ 


CREATION DATE/TIME; 7-APR-1999 15:26:26.00 


SUBJECT is Mail2 Problem 

TO: Joseph A. Vasts ( CN=Joseph A. Vssta/MHHIHMHMMliMI UNKNOWN 1 > 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT s 
URGENT 


What is the status of the search/determination of currently still 
unrecordsmanaged e-mail we discussed last week? 

We must be able to determine how soon backup tapes may be re-cycled 
properly. 


E 3937 
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RECORD TVPE: FEDERAL (NOTES MAIL) 

CREATOR; Karl H. Meissner ( CN=Karl H. Heissner/^ 
CREATION DATE/TIME; 7-APR-1999 15:54:29.00 
SUBJECT:; MailZ Problam 

TO: Daniel A. Barry ( CN'Daniel A. Barry/^ 

READ: UNKNOWN 

TO: Nellie W. Doering ( CN=Nellie W. Doering/ 
READ: UNKNOWN 


TEXT; 

FYI 


Forwarded by Karl H. Heissner/ 


03 : 54 PM 


Ion 04/07/99 


ilaFr H V NSlssner 
04/07/99 01:26:52 PM 
Record Type: Record 


To; 

cc: 

Subject: 


Joseph A. Vasia/ 


12 Problem 


URGENT 

What is the status of the search/determination of currently still 
unrecordsmanaged e-mail we discussed last week? 

We must be able to determine how soon backup tapes may be re-cycled 
properly . 


E 3843 


O 



